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The Senate met at 9:46 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable SAM
BROWNBACK, a Senator from the State
of Kansas.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Master of our hopes and dreams, who
constantly works for the good of those
who love You, teach us to strive for in-
tegrity. Remind us that You call us not
to success but to faithfulness. Inspire
our lawmakers today with a commit-
ment to be true to You and to serve
Your purposes. Let not discordant
notes mar the melody of their labors as
they seek Your counsel and wisdom.
Bless their families and all who come
within the circle of their influence.
Prosper the works of their hands, until
the kingdoms of this world become the
springboard for Your eternal reign.
Guide our great Nation. Help it to be a
lighthouse to a dark and turbulent
world. Protect our military in its ardu-
ous work. We pray this in Your holy
Name. Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SAM BROWNBACK led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. STEVENS).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 2, 2004.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable SAM BROWNBACK, a
Senator from the State of Kansas, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.
TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BROWNBACK thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from the great State
of Arizona is recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this morn-
ing, the Senate will conduct a period of
morning business for up to 60 minutes,
with the Democratic leader or his des-
ignee in control of the first 30 minutes
and the majority leader or his designee
in control of the final 30 minutes. Fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate
will resume consideration of the De-
partment of Defense authorization bill.

Chairman WARNER and Senator LEVIN
will be here all day, working through
amendments. As the leader announced
last night, we were able to lock in a fi-
nite list of first-degree amendments to
the bill, and Senators are encouraged
to work with the bill managers so we
can finish this bill this week or early
next week.

On behalf of the leader, I remind Sen-
ators that the Senate will stand in re-
cess from 12:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. to ac-
commodate the Democratic policy
luncheon, and that at 5 p.m. there will
be a reception honoring Senators
AKAKA, HOLLINGS, INOUYE, LAUTEN-
BERG, STEVENS, and WARNER, who are
all veterans of the Second World War.
We will devote the hour prior to the re-
ception for speeches honoring their
service.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

I now ask unanimous consent that

there be a period of morning business

today from 4 to 5 p.m., with the time
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from the great State
of Nevada is recognized.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that for the time the
Chair will shortly announce dealing
with morning business, Senator DAY-
TON be given 15 minutes and then I will
yield 10 minutes to Senator STABENOW.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

—————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will be a period for the transaction of
morning business for up to 60 minutes,
with the first half of the time under
the control of the Democratic leader or
his designee and the second half of the
time under the control of the majority
leader or his designee.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

———

COST OF PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, when I
was in Minnesota last week, I read a
very disturbing news report about the
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cost of prescription drugs in this coun-
try. The American Association of Re-
tired Persons Public Policy Institute
looked at the prices charged by the
manufacturers of 197 brand-name pre-
scription drugs most widely purchased
by Americans. Last year, their average
price increase was 6.9 percent, over
three times the overall inflation rate
of just 2.2 percent. From December of
1999 to December of 2003, for 155 of
those drugs on the market during all 4
years, their prices increased by a cu-
mulative average of 27.6 percent com-
pared to the general inflation rate of
just over 10 percent. That is a price in-
crease of over 2.5 times the overall in-
flation rate during the past 4 years.

It is not as though those drug prices
were low at the beginning. Last sum-
mer, my staff compared the retail
prices of 52 leading prescription drugs
in the United States and Canada. For
exactly the same drug, same amount,
same strength, made by the same com-
pany, prices in Canada were one-third,
one-fifth, even one-eighth the prices in
the United States. That was after fac-
toring out the different values of the
U.S. and Canadian dollars. So in an ap-
ples-to-apples comparison, prices for
the exact same medicines in the United
States were three times, five times,
even eight times higher than prices in
Canada. My study shows that Ameri-
cans are being gouged by exorbitant
prescription drug prices, and AARP’s
study shows that it is getting worse.

Those excessive and rapidly increas-
ing prices afflict all Americans, not
only senior citizens. This year, almost
12 percent of all the money Americans
spend for their health care will go for
prescription drugs. That is almost one
out of every eight health care dollars.
Over the past 6 years, prescription drug
costs have been the fastest growing
part of total health care spending in
this country.

So if Americans are getting ripped off
by the drug companies, and if the prob-
lem is getting worse, then certainly
President Bush and Congress would do
something about it, right? Well, last
year, the President and a majority in
the Senate and House did something,
but they made things worse, not better.
Let me restate that. President Bush
and a majority in Congress made sure
prescription drug prices could keep
going higher and higher and hurt most
Americans, which means more money
and larger profits for the drug compa-
nies. President Bush and his friends in
Congress helped the rich get even rich-
er, while making the rest of America
poorer.

How did they do that? Well, on the
prescription drug bill that was passed
last year, the final version that most of
my Democratic colleagues and I voted
against, Federal health care officials
are expressly prohibited from negoti-
ating or in any way affecting the prices
being charged for prescription drugs.
When prescription drug coverage, inad-
equate as it will be, fully begins in the
year 2006, the people on Medicare will
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be buying over half of all the prescrip-
tion drugs purchased in America. Most
of those bills will be paid at least in
part by the Federal Government with
taxpayer money at whatever prices are
charged.

Imagine if you had to pay whatever
someone else decided to charge you.
You couldn’t negotiate. You couldn’t
refuse to pay above a certain price.
You would have no say; you would just
pay. And you would pay and pay and
pay.

No wonder a bill that was supposed to
cost taxpayers $400 billion over the
next 10 years is already projected to
cost over $541 billion, a $141 billion in-
crease, and the program has not even
begun yet. I guarantee the program’s
cost will run even higher than that, as
long as that prohibition against price
negotiating is in law. It is a license to
exploit Americans, all Americans,
since all Americans will have to pay
those higher prices.

Conversely, if Federal officials nego-
tiated lower prices for Medicare bene-
ficiaries, some, most, or even all of
that price reduction would affect the
prices the rest of us have to pay for
those medicines. Drug company lobby-
ists and their friends in Washington
call this price fixing and claim the
Federal Government would destroy
profitability, end research and develop-
ment, and even cause bankruptcies.
Nonsense. The Federal Government
can’t force any vendors to sell their
products or services below prices ac-
ceptable to them. It can’t legally—ex-
cept in a mnational emergency—it
doesn’t try to, and it should not want
to.

Take the Pentagon, which is often
the only legal buyer of many of its
products or services. It doesn’t
dictatorially set some price and re-
quire some company to make a product
and sell it at that price. The Pentagon
or the service branch purchaser might
put the contract out for competitive
bids or, if there is only one suitable
provider, the Pentagon or military offi-
cials would sit down with the company
officials and they would negotiate,
truly negotiate, a mutually agreed-
upon price.

Is that price as high as the company
might charge if the company could set
the price as high as it would like? No,
probably not. Would the company
agree to a price so low as to be unprof-
itable? No, definitely not. Does the
Pentagon even want that low price?
No, because if that company doesn’t
make a profit, it won’t be around to
keep producing that product or other
products.

Those national defense projects fre-
quently require extensive research and
development, then testing, then modi-
fications, and then more testing, re-
quiring often several years before the
actual production and sales can begin.
Those costs—research and develop-
ment, testing—are made part of the
contract, usually paid in advance of
production, and often revised upward if
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unforeseen circumstances develop. The
Federal Government is a partner in
those endeavors and vested in their
positive outcomes while still being,
hopefully, a responsible purchaser, as-
suring that taxpayers get their mon-
ey’s worth.

Would anybody here believe the Pen-
tagon should be prohibited from nego-
tiating the prices it will pay for what
it needs, that it should be required to
pay whatever prices its suppliers de-
cided to charge? That would be ridicu-
lous and scandalous, as it should also
be for prescription drugs.

That part of the new law would be
bad enough for most Americans just by
itself. But the Bush administration and
its congressional allies were not done
helping their friends in the pharma-
ceutical industry. In our economic sys-
tem, if the price of something becomes
too high, you can shop around for a
lower price elsewhere.

I come from a retail family. My
great-grandfather opened a department
store in Minneapolis in 1903. My father
and uncles and thousands of Minneso-
tans and other Americans built the
company into Target Corporation, now
the country’s second largest retailer
after Wal-Mart. Retailers, especially
discount retailers, understand competi-
tion. They expect their customers to be
looking for lower prices, better deals,
and higher value elsewhere. They don’t
g0 to the President or to Congress and
say: Make Americans buy from us at
whatever prices we charge and prohibit
them from buying anywhere else.

That is what the drug companies
wanted. That is what President Bush
and a majority in Congress gave them.
They banned what is being called drug
reimportation, which is actually a bit
of a misnomer because many prescrip-
tion drugs are made outside of the
United States and then imported into
this country. In fact, over $14 billion
worth of those prescription drugs were
imported legally into the United States
last year and sold to us at the manu-
facturer’s prices. Neither the FDA nor
the companies objected as long as that
massive drug importation was occur-
ring at their high prices. But many
Americans objected to paying those
prices, and many other Americans
couldn’t even afford to pay them.

So they want to do what Americans
can do in almost every other situation
in our economy—shop around for lower
prices and buy them where they can
find them. Lower prescription drug
prices can be found in Canada and in
other countries. The prices are much
lower in Canada, as I said earlier, for
the same product made by the same
company.

Some Americans can actually travel
to Canada because they live near the
United States-Canadian border. I do-
nate all but $1 of my Senate salary to
the Minnesota Senior Federation for
bus trips into Canada to buy those
lower cost medicines.

The Canadian Government allows
pharmacists in that country to fill
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only prescriptions signed by Canadian
doctors, and that takes an appoint-
ment and time and then more time to
get the prescription filled. Thus, when
I went on one bus trip from central
Minnesota into Canada and back, the
entire round trip took us 19 hours—
from 7 o’clock in the morning to 2 a.m.
the following morning. That is what I
call a long U-turn.

The average savings among the 40
seniors who were on the trip was over
$250. Almost all of them bought more
than one medicine, and most bought a
2 or 3-month supply so they would not
have to make the trip so often. How-
ever, even a 19-hour round-trip bus ride
is not an option for most Minnesotans
and other Americans who live too far
from Canada and are not able to make
such a trip. The Internet is their tick-
et, and many more Americans are dis-
covering that possibility. They are dis-
covering they can save hundreds, even
thousands, of dollars when buying pre-
scription drugs over the Internet.
Thus, many Americans—especially our
senior citizens—can then afford to buy
medicine they would otherwise have to
forego at the higher U.S. prices.

You would think our Federal Govern-
ment—which, after all, is supposed to
be a Government of, by, and for the
people—you would think the people
elected, appointed, or hired to serve
the people, and being paid by the peo-
ple to do so, would want to help the
people save lots of money. But, again,
that would mean less profits for the
drug companies—still very high profits,
but less very high profits.

Yet, incredibly, inexcusably, for this
administration and the majority in
this Congress, higher drug company
profits are more important than every-
one else in America. So they made it il-
legal to buy prescription drugs outside
the U.S. and bring them into this coun-
try, unless the Secretary of Health and
Human Services guarantees their safe-
ty—which he already said he will not
do. If the Secretary of Transportation
had to guarantee in advance every
commercial airplane trip would be safe,
it would put an end to air travel as
well.

President Bush and Congress could
have written the law to require the
Secretary and his huge agency to help
people make safe purchases over the
Internet, as, to his credit, the Governor
of my State of Minnesota, Tim
Pawlenty, has instructed our State De-
partment of Health to do. Hopefully, he
will not be arrested by the Federal
Government for providing that help. If
he is, I promised to help him make the
bail.

But with this administration and
with the majority in this Congress,
there is no help for Americans with the
overpriced prescription drug costs, ex-
cept for another drug discount card,
which, in Minnesota, is now a choice of
1 out of 48 possible cards for a discount
on some drugs we now learn from
AARP have increased a total of over 27
percent in price over the last 4 years,
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which means they can offer a discount
and still make more money.

When this bill was passed by a major-
ity in the House and Senate last year,
after the Bush administration and the
industry lobbyists had written a bill in
conference committee so very different
from the earlier Senate version—which
I supported—I was left with two ques-
tions:

First, how could people vote for a bill
they knew did not represent their con-
stituents’ best interests? Secondly,
how did they assume they could do so
and still get reelected?

Americans don’t deserve the highest,
by far, prescription drug prices in the
world—allowed to go even higher and
higher. Americans should not be forced
to pay those exorbitant prices and be
prohibited from buying their medicines
at much lower prices elsewhere. Amer-
ica’s senior citizens don’t need another
48 discount cards to choose from. They
all need, and deserve, to be able to go
to their neighborhood pharmacies ev-
erywhere in their country and buy pre-
scription medicines at prices com-
parable to the rest of the world.

That is what governments of other
countries assure for their -citizens.
That is what our Government should
do for our citizens. When Government
officials don’t serve the best interests
of the people, they should no longer be
Government officials. That is why we
have elections.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM of South Carolina). The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized for 10
minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
first thank my colleague and friend
from Minnesota for his eloquent re-
marks today. I certainly agree with the
sentiments he has expressed. I person-
ally thank him for his personal com-
mitment and willingness to help fund
ways for people in Minnesota to be able
to lower their prescription drug prices.
I think that speaks to his personal
dedication and willingness to do what-
ever he can to help.

Ronald Reagan asked the question
back in 1980, ‘‘Are you better off than
you were 4 years ago?’”’ When it comes
to the issue of prescription drugs and
the cost of medicine today, certainly
the answer to that is no.

I rise today to discuss the new Medi-
care Drug Card Program, as my col-
league and friend from Minnesota has
done. Yesterday, Tuesday, was the first
day these cards could be used. But by
any measure, this attempt to lower
drug prices has been a complete fail-
ure. We can do much better. We can
give our seniors real savings if we
make the commitment to do that. Sim-
ply put, when it comes to Medicare, we
need to do it again and we need to get
it right.

From the beginning, the drug card
was designed for the pharmaceutical
companies and not for our seniors.
That is one of the reasons why there is
an estimate that the drug companies
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will receive over 8 years $139 billion in
new profits because of the new Medi-
care law.

That doesn’t add up if the purpose is
to lower prices for our seniors. Obvi-
ously, $139 billion in new profits dem-
onstrates this is not about lowering
prices. First, because the law provided
no guarantee and no guaranteed sav-
ings for seniors, drug companies were
free to inflate their prices before the
discount cards were issued. Therefore,
companies were free to raise their
prices in the last year or two in excess
of any possible discount seniors might
receive from these drug cards. In fact,
the prices of 14 of the top 30 brand-
name drugs rose more than 5 times
faster than the rate of inflation from
2003 to this year, virtually wiping out
any discount a senior might receive
from one of these Medicare cards. That
is like a department store taking up its
prices 50 percent and then putting a
sign out front that says 25 percent off.
If you think about it, you are not going
to save any money; you are actually
paying more.

Second, the new law gives the compa-
nies that distribute the Medicare cards
complete flexibility to change their
prices every 7 days but forces seniors
to lock into one card for an entire
year. That means you might pick a
particular card because it offers you a
lower price on medications that you
take, and then in 7 days, maybe even
before you use the card, the price of
that drug has gone up or two or three
of the drugs you are taking have gone
up. That might make the card abso-
lutely useless, even though seniors
may have to pay up to $30 to sign up
for the card.

Also, we know that every 7 days the
discounted drugs can be changed. So
you wade through all of these cards,
over 70 cards, to figure out the one that
covers the most medicines you use and
provides you some kind of help with
lower prices. You purchase that card.
You spend $30. You purchase a card,
you lock yourself in for a year, and
then you find out 7 days later the drugs
you use are no longer on the list. Who
does that benefit? Who is better off
under this Medicare bill? Certainly not
our seniors. We can do much better. We
need to do it again and do it right. This
new Medicare bill needs a complete
overhaul.

There are two ways we can lower pre-
scription drug prices for seniors and all
Americans if we do this right. We have
two ways right now we can fix this sit-
uation. First, we simply need to pass
bipartisan reimportation legislation
supported by people on both sides of
the aisle in both the House and the
Senate. We have a very strong bipar-
tisan coalition to allow Americans to
buy American-made FDA-approved
drugs from other countries such as
Canada. All of us could then save much
more on prescription drugs than the
small savings from the Medicare drug
cards.

Second, we can and should allow
Medicare to negotiate directly with the
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drug companies on behalf of our seniors
and the disabled to get the lowest pos-
sible price.

Why on Earth wouldn’t that be the
first thing we would do? Right now
States, Fortune 500 companies, large
pharmacy chains, and the Veterans’
Administration use their large bar-
gaining clout to obtain low drug prices.
Common sense says Medicare should be
doing it.

Regrettably, the only entity in this
country that cannot bargain for lower
group prices is Medicare. Why? Who
benefits from that? Who benefits from
locking in up to 40 million people
forced to pay the highest prices? Cer-
tainly not our seniors and the disabled.

Because the supporters of the drug
industry in Congress at the eleventh
hour inserted into the final Medicare
bill a special interest provision that
strictly prohibits Medicare from get-
ting group discounts, our seniors are
paying top dollar.

We know the drug companies are
powerful. We know they have over six
lobbyists for every one Member in the
Senate. We can do better, and people
expect us to do better than this new
law and these cards.

If we want, we can provide real sav-
ings for Americans. I wish to point to
charts to demonstrate with a couple of
medications what the differences are.

Right now for Lipitor, which lowers
cholesterol, if we were to do a group
discount, such as the Veterans’ Admin-
istration does, our seniors would pay
$40.55 for a month’s supply. If we were
to open the border to Canada and allow
trade, as we do for everything else,
back and forth between Canada and the
United States, we would be able to get
that price down to $35, from $40.55 to
$35.04. However, if we continue with
this current Medicare card, the low end
is $64.67 up to $74.77. This makes no
sense.

Right now people are being told to go
out and sign up for a Medicare pre-
scription drug card that will require
them to pay more than we could get for
them if we simply negotiated group
prices or open the border to Canada.

Another demonstration: Norvasc,
which controls high blood pressure.
Again, with the VA, for a little over
$25, you can get a month’s supply; Can-
ada, $28. But under the so-called dis-
count card, it is anywhere from $41 to
$49. These numbers just do not add up,
and the seniors of this country, as well
as all Americans who would benefit by
opening the border and allowing us to
do business across the border, are say-
ing to us: Do it again, and do it right.

One more example: Protonix, which
treats ulcers and other stomach condi-
tions. If we were to negotiate a group
price, as does the VA, the individual
out of pocket would pay $26.83, and
through Canada, $41.60. Under these
new cards, they would pay from $86 to
$108. It just does not add up. These
numbers do not add up for our seniors
or for anyone who is struggling to pur-
chase medicine or to keep up with the
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incredibly high and rising prices of
their health insurance because we
know this is a major driver.

In conclusion, are you better off than
you were 4 years ago under this Medi-
care law? We need to change it, and we
need to get it right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator
from Michigan has been a leader on
this prescription drug issue for the en-
tire time she has been in the Senate.
The country owes a debt of gratitude
to her for being unrelenting in pointing
out the need to reform prescription
drug availability, especially as it re-
lates to seniors.

I yield the remainder of the time to
the Senator from Washington, Ms.
CANTWELL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
3 minutes 45 seconds.

MARKET MANIPULATION AND
ENERGY CONTRACTS

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to talk about something I
have tried to address many times be-
fore in this body, and that is the issue
of market manipulation and energy
contracts specifically by the Enron
company that have gouged my con-
stituents for millions of dollars.

We have seen in the last couple of
days as my own home public utilities
district, Snohomish County PUD, was
successful at getting audiotapes from
the Enron company that showed ex-
actly what people thought was hap-
pening: That people were talking about
market manipulation, that people were
talking about schemes, that people
were making jokes about $250 mega-
watt costs and prices that were
gouging my constituents on energy
prices. Now we know this company has
already been cited by the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission as having
manipulated the markets; now we are
hearing in their own voices, in their
own words, among their own employ-
ees, that this manipulation was going
on.

The question is, what are we going to
do about the market manipulation that
has happened and for which my con-
sumers have been gouged? My own
home, my own personal utility has had
a b0-percent rate increase since the en-
ergy crisis took place. That means my
constituents have been paying higher
energy costs on Enron-manipulated
contracts and other contracts during
this time period.

One would think that once market
manipulation had been admitted, once
market manipulation had been docu-
mented that we would do something
about the market manipulation. In
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fact, yesterday, the President said we
must pass the Energy bill and we must
protect consumers. I have a message
for the President: This Energy bill does
not protect consumers. In fact, it guar-
antees that the market manipulation
which was done by Enron will continue
because it basically says that manipu-
lated contracts can be the standard for
today. I think that is absolutely wrong.
My constituents, in reports and anal-
yses by California, Washington, and Or-
egon economists, have probably lost
100,000 jobs directly and indirectly from
the energy crisis. We have lost a big
percentage of our GDP. And we have
had a huge increase in rates through-
out the State.

So what does that mean? That means
my constituents are still paying on
those Enron contracts, and when our
utilities said they were not going to
pay, what happened? Enron turned
around and sued utilities in my State.
Enron is suing my consumers saying:
You still have to pay on manipulated
contracts.

Well, here is my check to Enron.
Here is my $370.00 check that will still
have to go to pay for that Enron con-
tract in which they have admitted
market manipulation.

I have already personally paid them
hundreds of dollars on manipulated
contracts. So have my constituents.
The question is whether this body and
this administration are going to do
anything about market manipulation,
whether they are going to stand up and
say that the Enrons of the world have
taken the consumer to the cleaners and
are going to let my constituents out of
these manipulated contracts.

So while the President would like to
have an energy bill, I would like to
have an energy bill that protects con-
sumers. I would like to have an energy
bill that passes both the House and the
Senate where Members of this body and
the other body stand up and say mar-
ket manipulation is wrong and we do
not condone any contract as just and
reasonable or any contract as in the
public interest if, in fact, it has manip-
ulated, schemed, and put people out of
their homes at a huge cost to many of
the consumers in my State.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority’s time has expired.

The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry. Are we now on the Republican
morning business time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do
we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have told those
who follow me, I will try to get fin-
ished in 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

———

ENERGY SECURITY

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, over
the weekend, the world witnessed the
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horrible hostage-taking situation in
Saudi Arabia, where terrorists at-
tacked foreign oil workers and their
families. I think we all know that for-
eign workers have been an integral
part of the workforce that produces oil
and maintains the infrastructure for
oil in Saudi Arabia. These cowards did
not attack refineries or terminals or
pipelines this time. Those hard assets
are supposed to be well guarded and
could be replaced. I am not sure they
are so well guarded. Instead, the ter-
rorists chose human targets to cripple
the world’s access to oil supply. Thank
God that about 50 of the hostages were
rescued, but we mourn the more than
20 lives lost in this terrorist attack.

In the short run, this attack on for-
eigners and office facilities does not af-
fect physical supply, but it can harm
future output and expansion. Invest-
ment will be eroded if there is insta-
bility.

These terrorist attacks are a fright-
ening warning that terrorists may be
only steps away from destroying sig-
nificant Saudi or other Middle East
production facilities. I believe America
should be more worried about that
than anything else affecting our eco-
nomic well-being.

It is actually a shame that we sit
around and talk and do nothing to
make America better prepared. Does
anybody doubt that the terrorists, if
they can get in and destroy an office
full of people, are not prepared to do
some real damage to the oil supply and
the infrastructure, the tankers, and all
the other things? I believe they are.

Terrorists’ actions intensify concerns
about the vulnerability of oil markets
to supply disruption. We saw the price
jump $2.45 following the weekend at-
tack, and there are indicators in the
future market that those who invest in
that market are investing in it heavily,
which means they are gambling in a
forthright and intelligent way that oil
will go up even more.

Instead of o0il coming down because of
good economic realities, the one thing
that is happening is oil is going up. We
saw that jump, and before the weekend
attack, oil prices were back under $40,
seemed to be moving a bit down in an-
ticipation of the OPEC meeting on
June 3.

Daniel Yergin, chairman of Cam-
bridge Energy Research Associates, re-
marked that the signs of increased
OPEC production were calming the
market, but the weekend attack has
again increased a sense of risk and
nervousness that has done so much to
propel the prices to $40.

Fears and worries of terrorist sabo-
tage attacks and political unrest have
translated into a risk premium of $7 to
$10 per barrel. This so-called risk pre-
mium is one of the reasons why the
prices are as high as they are today.

Given that we live in a world of in-
creased risk, particularly with mount-
ing security worries in the Middle
East, it is imperative that we take re-
sponsible steps to ensure our energy se-
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curity today and in the future. Today,
our energy security requires an emer-
gency supply of oil in the event of se-
vere disruption. Saudi Arabia is the
largest OPEC producer and the OPEC
country with the largest extra capacity
to increase supplies. A major disrup-
tion of Saudi oil that we cannot re-
spond to with the SPR would harm our
energy security and the economy far
more than $40 a barrel of oil.

The President is right to preserve the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve for times
of dire need, not as a political gesture
to abate high prices. And, yes, while
prices are high today and they do hurt,
today’s prices are still below the en-
ergy prices America has borne in past
years.

The SPR is designated and designed
to be a national security asset, a na-
tional security blanket. It is not there
to deal with supply and demand imbal-
ance, which is the true source of higher
prices.

What we have today is a long-coming
trend of tightening supply and increas-
ing demand. Changing our treatment of
SPR cannot fix that problem. I fear
that changing SPR policy will actually
end up hurting us. What do my col-
leagues think OPEC would do if we sud-
denly changed SPR policy? From their
standpoint, they could easily solve
that by changing their output re-
sponse. It would not take much, just a
little bit, and they would negate any
significant positiveness that comes
from releasing SPR oil.

We have 660 million barrels of oil in
SPR. We import 11.5 million barrels a
day. About 5 million of those 11.5 mil-
lion barrels a day are from OPEC. That
means we have about 60 days’ supply if
there is a complete disruption to our
imports and about 120 days’ supply if
only OPEC supplies were interrupted.
SPR is not there just to deal with po-
tential Middle East supply problems.

Weather forecasters predict an in-
tense hurricane season for the Atlantic
and gulf coasts, which would affect do-
mestic and natural gas. As I see it, it is
a shame that we are not ready to
produce an energy bill and that we are
still debating what this Senator likes,
what that Senator likes, what the
Democrats like. We have tried very
hard to accommodate, but we cannot.
SPR is our insurance policy against
natural disasters as well as supply
interruptions. We need SPR full and
ready to serve in the event of an emer-
gency. Past experience has taught us
that trying to use it as a price control
does not work. The bottom line is that
changing our treatment of SPR does
not lead to quick fixes in the market.

The energy bill that I have been
fighting to pass in the Senate is about
future energy security. The energy bill
is not about quick fixes to the oil and
gasoline market; it is a policy plan to
move us into the future with a broader
portfolio of resources and improved
supply and demand balance. The en-
ergy bill will increase natural gas and
domestic oil production that helps bal-
ance supply with growing demand.
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The Energy bill will remove the 2-
percent oxygenate mandate, which will
make it easier to refine and easier for
refineries to make gasoline that can be
traded between regional markets. It is
clearly very positive for America.

The Energy bill addresses the pro-
liferation of boutique fuels. There are a
number of State-specific gasoline for-
mulations that have made refining
more challenging and market -effi-
ciency poorer. The Energy bill will pro-
mote further research in hydrogen
power that is the potential future for
transportation. We have to get started.
The longer we wait, the more we risk
being blamed for an American disaster.

I will keep coming to the Senate
floor to drive home the point that we
need to pass an energy bill. Someone
called today’s energy situation ‘‘a
crude awakening.” It is, indeed. It is
time for us to wake up and do some-
thing about it. The American public
deserves action. They deserve an en-
ergy policy that takes care of them
today and in the future.

I believe there is a real probability
that those who lead our country today,
including the Senate—perhaps exclud-
ing those who have tried, those who
have voted for a new policy—but I be-
lieve there is a chance that the leaders
of today will be blamed for the disas-
ters of tomorrow. They will not be lit-
tle disasters if, in fact, we cannot stop
the terrorists from their activity. I be-
lieve the leaders of Iraq are optimistic,
and I am glad because they want ter-
rorists out of that country. But terror-
ists are everywhere. Believe you me,
they are in Saudi Arabia. Believe you
me, that is fragile. Believe you me,
they are looking at the fragileness of
the Saudi situation. I believe they can
almost do what they like. They are
close. I understand they know what is
going on in the oil patch of Saudi Ara-
bia. I am very worried. Frankly, I don’t
want to go down in history, when this
event happens, and have it said we did
nothing. I will continue to try. Many
in this body will continue to try to
make America’s energy portfolio more
diverse, with different uses so we can
face the future with a little more hope.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

———

NATO

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it is hard
to turn on the television without see-
ing the stirring images of the Allied
landings on D-Day. I think in the heart
of every American there swells a pride
in these scenes, and what was accom-
plished on that day truly stands as one
of the most historic achievements in
recorded history. I think what was on
display on D-Day with our Allies was a
commitment to freedom, a commit-
ment to the rule of law, a commitment
to humankind that has made this
world a better place in which to live.

As I reflect on these images, which
we will share with our European allies,
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I am also, unfortunately, reminded of
what I experienced this last weekend in
Bratislava, Slovakia, at the NATO Par-
liamentary. It has been my privilege
since being a U.S. Senator to partici-
pate in many NATO Parliamentaries.
This time, the majority leader, Senator
FRIST, asked me to chair our trip to
this important meeting. It is the first
time I have gone when I have been the
only Senator in attendance. I hope that
does not mean there is less of an inter-
est in security. I think, unfortunately,
what it means is the many claims on
the time of Senators begin to compete
with what is increasingly becoming re-
garded as an institution of diminishing
value. I think that is unfortunate.

Before I left, I read a book by Robert
Kagan. It is a small book, but its mes-
sage is powerful and important. The
title is *“‘Of Paradise And Power: Amer-
ica and Europe in the New World
Order.” Basically, the message is that
the values that bring NATO together in
the first place, the values that have
held it together through the cold war,
are values that are changing now and
stressing NATO in ways that many are
unwilling to face up to.

For the RECORD, I would like to read
the first paragraph. I think it says very
clearly the problem. Says Mr. Kagan:

It is time to stop pretending that Euro-
peans and Americans share a common view
of the world, or even that they occupy the
same world. On the all-important question of
power—the efficacy of power, the morality of
power, the desirability of power—American
and European perspectives are diverging. Eu-
rope is turning away from power, or to put it
a little differently, it is moving beyond
power into a self-contained world of laws and
rules and transnational negotiation and co-
operation. It is entering a post-historical
paradise of peace and relative prosperity, the
realization of Immanuel Kant’s ‘‘perpetual
peace.”” Meanwhile, the United States re-
mains mired in history, exercising power in
a anarchic Hobbesian world where inter-
national laws and rules are unreliable, and
where true security and the defense and pro-
motion of a liberal order still depend on the
possession and use of military might. That is
why on major strategic and international
questions today, Americans are from Mars
and Europeans are from Venus: They agree
on little and understand one another less and
less. And this state of affairs is not transi-
tory—the product of one American election
or one catastrophic event. The reasons for
the transatlantic divide are deep, long in de-
velopment, and likely to endure. When it
comes to setting national priorities, deter-
mining threats, defining challenges, and
fashioning and implementing foreign and de-
fense policies, the United States and Europe
have parted ways.

What we don’t realize at an official
level is how badly we have parted ways.

But what Mr. Kagan wrote, I ob-
served in starkest and tragic relief in
Bratislava, Slovakia. It was not all
bad. I would describe what I saw, in the
language of that great Clint Eastwood
western—I think the Europeans would
hate a reference to a western in a
speech like this—but that title was
“The Good, The Bad, And The Ugly.”

There was much good. Let me tell
you, for me, first and foremost was the
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good that the British representatives
did. I say thank God for the Brits and
for a strong leader like Mr. Blair. They
continue to provide a bridge between
an America and a Europe going in dif-
ferent directions. It is sometimes dif-
ficult for them, but their hearts are
stout and their backs are strong and
they are great Allies. They were on D-
Day and they are still on this day.

Second, another good: The first meet-
ing I attended was about the NATO-
Russia relationship. The Russians
made a presentation. It was great to be
in a room where we were talking about
issues in which Russia, though out of
NATO, was able to communicate with
NATO, express its feelings, its con-
cerns. But then, after they made their
presentation, some of the things they
said caused me to wince. I was about to
make a comment to contest a few of
the points they had made, but I didn’t
need to. An Estonian did it for me,
then a Latvian, then a Pole. They con-
tested as equals—equals of Russia—
things which they said were not the
truth, not factual, not real, and cer-
tainly not the whole story.

It was thrilling to see. I asked myself
as I watched this, Why is this hap-
pening? Why can an Estonian stand on
equal ground with a Russian and de-
bate as an equal? It occurred to me
with great clarity: Because of the U.S.
military’s marriage to NATO and be-
cause the U.S. military continues
today what it did from the founding,
that visionary founding by Congress
and Harry Truman; that is, to put ac-
tual bullets in our budgets to provide
an umbrella of security for Europe that
was credible to the Soviet Union. It
was a thrilling thing to see.

I remember when I first came to the
Senate and I was on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. I was given an as-
signment to help pass the first expan-
sion of NATO, postfall of the Berlin
Wall. Many of the questions raised
were: What will this do to Russia com-
ing out of communism, trying to come
into the Western world? What will it do
to a fragile democracy they are trying
to build? Isn’t this just cold war? And
yet some of us said, while we respect
those concerns, these new members—
the Poles, the Czechs, the Hungarians—
are needed for new blood in NATO be-
cause we were getting stale and we
needed their input. We needed someone
in membership to understand what the
boot of tyranny on the back of the
neck was like, and they did, as we all
know.

We won that debate. The vote was
large. It was lopsided. But it took a lot
of work to make that argument suc-
cessful. We did succeed and NATO was
expanded indeed through these coun-
tries, each of which had suffered great-
ly under the Soviet Union at various
times when they had uprises.

But now I have to say that what we
promised would happen in these coun-
tries has actually occurred. You have
Slovakia, the Czech Republic, and Ro-
mania. These are not perfect democ-
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racies. But guess what they are. They
are now democracies. They are pur-
suing the rule of law. They are allow-
ing free enterprise. They are devel-
oping emerging middle classes. They
have become job magnets for European
capital. They are joining the European
Union. They are now part of the free
world. And the lever was NATO. But
that is the good.

Now I have to tell you what I
thought was bad.

Two reports were given on Saturday.
They were not my reports. One was
made by a German and one was made
by a Frenchman.

The first report was about the post-9/
11 commitment that NATO had made
with respect to Afghanistan. You will
remember the only time article V has
ever been invoked was after 9/11. We
had been attacked. Article V says if
member countries are attacked, it is an
attack on all.

In response to that attack and the
issuance of article V, NATO was sup-
posed to go to work. And they made
commitments, according to this report,
of things they would do in Afghanistan.

According to the report which I lis-
tened to, it was readily admitted that
a reasonable attempt was made at the
first commitment and that the other
three were not even attempted and
were utter failures.

That is what their report said. That
is what I heard.

They went on to cite the fact that
helicopters were needed. Lift was need-
ed so their soldiers could actually par-
ticipate, but that the member coun-
tries of NATO wouldn’t send any heli-
copters. The troops they were sending
came with such operational restric-
tions by their governments that all
they could do was defensive work. They
couldn’t help in the war. They were re-
stricted by their governments from
making a contribution.

Let us say the Americans were fired
upon. They couldn’t help. If they were
fired upon, they could fire back. That
is what the report said. I was stunned
to hear it. But that is what I heard—
four commitments; three were utter
failures and one attempt.

The next report was made by a
Frenchman who talked about the excit-
ing development in the European
Union to develop a European defense
initiative in which they would develop
rapid response forces that could do
what he described as ‘‘St. Petersburg
tasks.” Lipservice was given that this
could be done with NATO. But when
you consider what was supposed to be
done with NATO in fulfilling the ear-
lier commitments, these St. Petersburg
tasks had nothing to do with that and
were completely unrelated to what
NATO needed them to do.

What I heard bad was there was soar-
ing rhetoric, everybody there talked
about their superpower, and everybody
knew their budgets. While this rhetoric
was going north, their budgets were
heading south. It was scary.

I made the comment that if they
were going to fail in their first respon-
sibility and divert limited resources to
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a new initiative connected to the EU
and leave NATO hollow, that would
have a serious negative impact on
America’s commitment to NATO—and
it certainly would to this Senator’s
commitment to NATO. There was just
quiet when I responded in that fashion.

The French reporter who was making
this report about the new European de-
fense initiative noted how critically
poor America was at peacekeeping, and
what a poor job we do at rebuilding a
country. I never thought that was true
with Japan or Germany.

Then a Brit responded to him. She
said she had recently been in Bosnia
and it is fact that NATO is going to
turn over its operational responsibil-
ities in Bosnia to this European force.
She said she heard the Kosovars said,
We don’t trust the EU, we trust the
Americans, which certainly flies in the
face of the charge that we are no good
at peacekeeping. I thanked her for not-
ing what I did not have to say. The
Kosovars and the Albanians believed
their freedom came from American ef-
forts—not European Union efforts.

Those are the bad things. Let me tell
you about the ugly things.

When I left on Sunday to fly home, I
reflected upon 9/11 and the article V
guarantee that had been issued and
how the European Union had not been
able to, or our members in Europe had
not able to, fulfill their Afghan respon-
sibilities. I thought about how unfair it
was to mothers of American troops,
and we as a government have said
credibly so that Estonians can talk to
Russians as equals that if they are at-
tacked we will go to war—thermo-
nuclear war, if necessary. But if the
United States is attacked, the response
in Afghanistan—a NATO commit-
ment—has been we will apply defense
for ourselves, and we will fall short of
fulfilling our promises.

That is the first ugly thing—the first
ugly realization I left with.

The second was this: I heard from
country after country in Central and
Eastern Europe how they were being
pressured as new members of the Euro-
pean Union not to be cooperative with
America on security issues.

That makes me angry. I think that is
really ugly.

I was reminded of the Commissar
about a year ago when these new NATO
members put an article in the Wall
Street Journal saying they stood with
America on the war on terrorism and
the President of the French Republic
fearing these new countries would be a
Trojan horse for the Americans and a
challenge to the Franco-German lead-
ership of Europe that was opposing the
American effort—that somehow they
had not acted ‘“‘well-born.” Those are
his words.

He went on to add, warning: I was sad
to learn, that is being administered in
subtle but powerful ways to these new
EU members. He said it could cost
them membership in the EU. It has not
done that.

Then Chirac said:
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Beyond the somewhat amusing or childish
aspects of the matter [the matter being the
letter of support in the Wall Street Journal]

. it was dangerous. It should not be for-
gotten that a number of the EU countries
will have to ratify enlargement by ref-
erendum. And we already know that public
opinion, as always when it’'s a matter of
something new, have reservations about an
enlargement, not really seeing exactly what
their interest is in approving it. Obviously,
then, [what the central Europeans have
done] can only reinforce hostile public opin-
ion sentiments among the 15 and especially
those who will hold a referendum. Remember
that all it takes is for one country not to
ratify the referendum for [enlargement] not
to happen. Thus, I would say that these
countries have been, let’s be frank, both not
very well brought up and rather unconscious
about the dangers that too quick an align-
ment with the American position could have
for them.

I conclude with the words of Edmund
Burke, that nations have no permanent
friends, only permanent interests. I
also remember the words of Isaiah to
ancient Israel, not to lean on a weak
reed.

I say to the American people, NATO
is not dead, but it is in trouble. As poli-
ticians promise you relief through
internationalization, I ask the Amer-
ican people to consider reality, deeds,
not words and empty budgets.

I yield the floor.

—————
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

BUILDING A BETTER FUTURE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will
use leader time this morning to com-
ment about a number of matters.

I return, as most Members have, from
our home States, and I feel a new sense
of optimism about what we can accom-
plish in America for the remaining
months of this Congress.

I had the opportunity to visit with
South Dakotans of all ages when I was
home. I was reminded during those
conversations of the hope and resil-
ience that characterize Americans,
even in difficult times. The people I
talked with spoke frankly about the se-
rious challenges we are facing, but
they also expressed a belief that to-
gether we can overcome those chal-
lenges. And they are right. Their sense
of resolve is a great reminder for us all.

When we left Washington for Memo-
rial Day recess, the Senate had ended 5
weeks of procedural wrangling that left
many of us frustrated. We accom-
plished much less than we should have
in those 5 weeks. What we did accom-
plish, though important, took far too
long. Remarkably, when we finally did
reach agreement on a couple of key
issues, some influential voices actually
complained. Why? Because bipartisan
progress does not suit their political
strategy. They would actually prefer
Congress do nothing between now and
November because they want to blame
Democrats for inaction.
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When we left for the recess, I was se-
riously concerned that such political
gamesmanship in the Senate could re-
sult in a lot of name-calling and finger-
pointing this summer but very little
progress for the American people. We
owe our country more than that.

On Memorial Day, I spoke at a cere-
mony at a veterans cemetery in my
hometown where my father is buried.
There were veterans there from my fa-
ther’s war, World War II, from Viet-
nam, Korea, and the Persian Gulf con-
flict. There were guests who have
friends and family members today
serving in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Yesterday I spoke to about 500 young
men who were attending Boys State in
South Dakota. This is the 35th anniver-
sary of my own week at Boys State.
The young men who are part of Boys
State this weekend are among the best
and brightest in my State. They are
there because they are natural leaders.
They care deeply about the future of
our country. Some of them will no
doubt join the military. From the old-
est veterans at the cemetery to the
youngest delegates at Boys State, the
people I talked with at home reminded
me Americans have always done what
was needed to be done to make a better
future.

Congress can do the same now. These
are difficult times economically for the
middle class. The last time we found
ourselves in the situation like this was
in 1992. Then, as now, the monthly bills
were getting bigger but wages were not
keeping up. Then, as now, we were told
the economy was getting better. But
whatever ‘‘recovery’ there was did not
seem to be reaching the middle class.
Then, as now, there was a feeling that
leadership was out of touch with what
was going on in most of America.

But then, over the next few years,
the leadership in Washington, our Gov-
ernment, started putting the interests
of the Nation ahead of special inter-
ests. We focused on creating jobs and
reducing crime and balancing the budg-
et. With the help of the American peo-
ple we did all three.

Between 1992 and 2000, 22 million new
jobs were created. We lowered the
crime rate and turned record deficits
into surpluses. We restored strength to
America’s economy and strengthened
America’s leadership position in the
world. We worked with our allies and
NATO to confront a ruthless dictator
in Europe who was engaged in ethnic
cleansing and ended his brutal reign. A
victory in Kosovo proved how success-
ful we can be with our friends when we
work together and share the burden
confronting global threats.

The situation today may be a little
tougher and the solutions may be more
complex, especially on the inter-
national front, but the fundamental
truth remains. Americans still know
we can work our way out of this. That
is the sentiment I heard back in South
Dakota. We have done it before; we can
do it again.

I am confident the American people
will rise to the challenges of today as
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well. And we need to meet those chal-
lenges with them. We must make the
needs of hard-working Americans a
higher priority than passing more tax
breaks. Congress must put the well-
being of patients ahead of the profits of
HMOs and drug companies so we can fi-
nally address the health care crisis in a
meaningful way. We must return to a
foreign policy that recognizes the value
of listening to military leaders and
working with all of our allies.

These are commitments the Amer-
ican people want from this Congress. In
recent weeks, we have gotten a glimpse
of what we can accomplish if we put
aside politics and focus on the larger
task at hand.

Two weeks ago, for example, we had
a promising bipartisan development re-
garding the transportation bill. After
several disappointing experiences with
conference processes last year, we have
reached a good-faith agreement on how
we can proceed with the transportation
conference. I am hopeful we can get a
good bill to the President soon.

There are some people who think
Congress should do little or nothing
more of any consequence before we ad-
journ in October. They see political ad-
vantage in gridlock. We need to reject
cynical calculations such as these.
Doing nothing may be good for some
people’s political campaigns, but it
does not do good for America. It is not
good for the millions of middle-class
families looking to Congress for help
with real and every-day needs. We can-
not wait until the new Congress is
sworn in next January. We need to be
working together now.

Last week I participated in my
fourth annual Technology Summit,
which has become now an annual event
in Sioux Falls. Bill Gates and other
technology industry leaders spoke.
About 1,000 people came to hear how
new discoveries in science and tech-
nology can help solve even the most
seemingly intractable problems.

One of the people at that summit was
a brilliant 29-year-old neuroscience re-
searcher who got his Ph.D. at the Uni-
versity of South Dakota and is doing
breakthrough work unlocking the se-
crets of the human mind. If he can
learn how the human mind works,
surely we can find a way in this Senate
to work together on the challenges fac-
ing America.

If young people are willing to go to
war for America, surely we can agree
to call a political truce in the Senate
for at least the next several months so
we can deal with some of the real prob-
lems facing middle-class families.

As my fellow South Dakotans re-
minded me over and over again last
week, we have met the challenge of dif-
ficult times before. Together we must
do so again.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
NATIONAL GUARD

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, as we are waiting for some of the
deliberations on the Department of De-
fense authorization bill, I thought it
might be worthwhile to call to the at-
tention of the Senate an amendment I
will be offering at a later time having
to do with our National Guard.

The National Guard has performed
magnificently, heroically, and with
great professional skill, as well as pa-
triotism. When I wore the uniform of
this country as a member of the U.S.
Army Active-Duty back in the late
1960s, the National Guard was a much
different creature. Today, as the Pre-
siding Officer so well knows, the Na-
tional Guard is, in many cases, as
skilled as, if not even more skilled in
particular skills, the regular Army.
Thus, when we encounter a threat to
the interests of the United States and
have to respond abroad, as we have
both in Afghanistan and Irag—espe-
cially in Iraq but before that in the
Balkans—the National Guard is called
on to supply so many of those troops.

My wife and I make it a point on
holidays such as Thanksgiving to have
Thanksgiving dinner with troops in dif-
ferent parts of the world. One time we
found ourselves with our troops in Bos-
nia. At that particular point in one of
those camps out in the fields where we
had that Thanksgiving dinner, of that
entire U.S. military force, which was
our ninth year in Bosnia helping sta-
bilize that place from the fratricide
and Kkilling that occurred there before,
lo and behold, who were those troops?
Those troops were the National Guard.
In that particular case, it was the Na-
tional Guard unit from Pennsylvania.
They knew they had a 6-month tour of
duty and then they would go home—re-
member, the National Guard members
have their civilian jobs, and what they
signed up for also encompasses if there
is an emergency in their State, they
are under the control of their Gov-
ernor.

Now we find that we have entered a
new era in which we are stretched to
the limit on our regular Army troops
and almost as if it is an expected thing
of replacing regular Army with Na-
tional Guard. Of course, something is
going to have to change, and I think
the head of the National Guard and the
head of the Reserves are addressing
this because they are quite concerned
that over time, they are going to see
people not reenlisting in the Reserves
and the Guard, and in order to com-
pensate for that and encourage that, 1
think we are going to see our military
leadership is going to be setting forth
an agenda where Guard and Reserves
would have a more certain anticipation
that within a period of years, say, 4
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years, they would serve a number of
months of active duty. I hope that is
going to solve some of the problems;
otherwise, people might be voting with
their feet as they leave the National
Guard.

The thrust of my remarks is to tell
about when the National Guard is acti-
vated, as it has been very heroically
from my State—the Florida National
Guard was, in fact, in Iraq before the
war started. We went in there with spe-
cial operations troops, and they have
performed magnificently. Initially,
they thought they were going for 6
months. Then they understood 12
months. But in some cases, they were
extended to 14 and 15 months.

So in those long deployments, what
happens back home? The families are
anxious naturally. The families are
usually without the primary bread-
winner in the family. The families—the
remaining spouses and the children—
are often facing a new kind of not only
emotional problems but financial prob-
lems, not even to speak of the question
of the financial situation facing the
employer back home.

What should we do? Talk to any Na-
tional Guard commander and he will
tell you that a most important support
for those families is the Family Assist-
ance Centers. We have them all over
the country. They did not used to get
nearly the attention they do today be-
cause when fully implemented, when
fully funded, when giving the attention
to the families back home while their
loved ones are abroad, they are giving
them counseling, they are helping
them get proper counseling on finan-
cial management, and they are serving
as a center point for networking among
the other National Guard families
while their loved ones are deployed
overseas.

Thus, last year, when we had this
very same bill on the Senate floor, the
Department of Defense authorization, 1
offered an amendment, and it was ac-
cepted, providing $10 million for these
Family Assistance Centers. This is $10
million out of a $400 billion-plus DOD
authorization bill. It was accepted. A
lot of that $10 million has not been al-
located in the last year. Lo and behold,
we are seeing some resistance to doing
the same thing.

I wanted to give notice to the Senate
that coming up will be my amendment
authorizing $10 million for Family As-
sistance Centers for our National
Guard families at home. It is one of the
least things we can do because it has
been so effective. It has been so effec-
tive over the course of the past year.
But right now, they are anticipating
that they are not going to have those
resources because they are not in the
National Guard budget. I want to make
sure it is going to be in the National
Guard budget.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished majority leader, the distin-
guished Democratic leader, the Demo-
cratic whip, myself, and other Senators
have worked out this agreement that I
now ask unanimous consent to be con-
sidered by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend for a moment, please.
The Chair has some business to con-
duct. I apologize.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2400, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2400) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2005 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Services, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Graham of South Carolina amendment No.
3170, to provide for the treatment by the De-
partment of Energy of waste material.

Crapo amendment No. 3226 (to amendment
No. 3170), of a perfecting nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
presenting this unanimous consent re-
quest, together with the distinguished
Senator from Nevada, who will com-
ment on it as soon as I have completed
reading it.

I ask unanimous consent that the
pending amendments be temporarily
set aside, and that following this con-
sent, Senator DASCHLE be recognized in
order to offer an amendment related to
TRICARE. I further ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate resumes
the Defense bill on Thursday morning,
tomorrow morning, the Senate proceed
to a vote on adoption of the pending
Crapo amendment No. 3226, to be fol-
lowed by a vote on the adoption of the
underlying amendment No. 3170, as
amended. I further ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator CANTWELL be recog-
nized to offer an amendment related to
nuclear waste, and that there be 4
hours for debate equally divided in the
usual form; provided further that fol-
lowing the use or yielding back of time
the Senate proceed to a vote in rela-
tion to the Cantwell amendment, with
no amendments in order to the amend-
ment prior to the vote—before the
Chair rules, I would announce it is my
understanding that the pending
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Graham and Crapo amendments would
not require rollcall votes and would be
accepted by voice—provided further, I
ask unanimous consent that following
the disposition of the TRICARE
amendment, the Senator from Vir-
ginia, Mr. WARNER, be recognized in
order to offer an amendment related to
the $25 billion contingent fund re-
quested by the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. There is a unanimous con-
sent request pending.

Mr. WARNER. I renew the request as
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleagues
for making this possible.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
NER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The

The

AMENDMENT NO. 3258

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to
offer the TRICARE amendment, and I
send it to the desk at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
GRAHAM], for himself and Mr. DASCHLE, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3258.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
ask unanimous consent the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To amend title 10, United States

Code, to expand certain authorities to pro-

vide health care benefits for Reserves and

their families, and for other purposes)

Beginning on page 134, strike line 18 and
all that follows through page 141, line 12, and
insert the following:

SEC. 706. EXPANDED ELIGIBILITY OF READY RE-
SERVE MEMBERS UNDER TRICARE
PROGRAM.

(a) UNCONDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY.—Sub-
section (a) of section 1076b of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘is eli-
gible, subject to subsection (h), to enroll in
TRICARE” and all that follows through ‘‘an
employer-sponsored health benefits plan”
and inserting ‘‘, except for a member who is
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enrolled or is eligible to enroll in a health

benefits plan under chapter 89 of title 5, is el-

igible to enroll in TRICARE, subject to sub-

section (h)”.

(b) PERMANENT AUTHORITY.—Subsection (1)
of such section is repealed.

(c) CONFORMING REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PRO-
VISIONS.—Such section is further amended—

(1) by striking subsections (i) and (j); and

(2) by redesignating subsection (k) as sub-
section (i).
SEC. 707. CONTINUATION OF NON-TRICARE
HEALTH BENEFITS PLAN COVERAGE
FOR CERTAIN RESERVES CALLED
OR ORDERED TO ACTIVE DUTY AND
THEIR DEPENDENTS.

(a) REQUIRED CONTINUATION.—(1) Chapter 55
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by
inserting after section 1078a the following
new section:

“§1078b. Continuation of non-TRICARE
health benefits plan coverage for depend-
ents of certain Reserves called or ordered
to active duty
‘‘(a) PAYMENT OF PREMIUMS.—The Sec-

retary concerned shall pay the applicable

premium to continue in force any qualified
health benefits plan coverage for the mem-
bers of the family of an eligible reserve com-
ponent member for the benefits coverage
continuation period if timely elected by the
member in accordance with regulations pre-

scribed under subsection (j).

“(b) ELIGIBLE MEMBER; FAMILY MEMBERS.—
(1) A member of a reserve component is eligi-
ble for payment of the applicable premium
for continuation of qualified health benefits
plan coverage under subsection (a) while
serving on active duty pursuant to a call or
order issued under a provision of law referred
to in section 101(a)(13)(B) of this title during
a war or national emergency declared by the
President or Congress.

‘“(2) For the purposes of this section, the
members of the family of an eligible reserve
component member include only the mem-
ber’s dependents described in subparagraphs
(A), (D), and (I) of section 1072(2) of this title.

“(c) QUALIFIED HEALTH BENEFITS PLAN
COVERAGE.—For the purposes of this section,
health benefits plan coverage for the mem-
bers of the family of a reserve component
member called or ordered to active duty is
qualified health benefits plan coverage if—

‘(1) the coverage was in force on the date
on which the Secretary notified the reserve
component member that issuance of the call
or order was pending or, if no such notifica-
tion was provided, the date of the call or
order;

‘“(2) on such date, the coverage applied to
the reserve component member and members
of the family of the reserve component mem-
ber; and

““(3) the coverage has not lapsed.

‘(d) APPLICABLE PREMIUM.—The applicable
premium payable under this section for con-
tinuation of health benefits plan coverage
for the family members of a reserve compo-
nent member is the amount of the premium
payable by the member for the coverage of
the family members.

‘“(e) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—The total amount
that the Department of Defense may pay for
the applicable premium of a health benefits
plan for the family members of a reserve
component member under this section in a
fiscal year may not exceed the amount deter-
mined by multiplying—

(1) the sum of one plus the number of the
family members covered by the health bene-
fits plan, by

‘(2) the per capita cost of providing
TRICARE coverage and benefits for depend-
ents under this chapter for such fiscal year,
as determined by the Secretary of Defense.

¢“(f) BENEFITS COVERAGE CONTINUATION PE-

RIOD.—The benefits coverage continuation
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period under this section for qualified health

benefits plan coverage for the family mem-

bers of an eligible reserve component mem-
ber called or ordered to active duty is the pe-
riod that—

‘(1) begins on the date of the call or order;
and

‘(2) ends on the earlier of—

‘‘(A) the date on which the reserve compo-
nent member’s eligibility for transitional
health care under section 1145(a) of this title
terminates under paragraph (3) of such sec-
tion; or

‘“(B) the date on which the reserve compo-
nent member elects to terminate the contin-
ued qualified health benefits plan coverage
of the member’s family members.

‘‘(g) EXTENSION OF PERIOD OF COBRA Cov-
ERAGE.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law—

‘(1) any period of coverage under a COBRA
continuation provision (as defined in section
9832(d)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986) for an eligible reserve component mem-
ber under this section shall be deemed to be
equal to the benefits coverage continuation
period for such member under this section;
and

‘“(2) with respect to the election of any pe-
riod of coverage under a COBRA continu-
ation provision (as so defined), rules similar
to the rules under section 4980B(f)(5)(C) of
such Code shall apply.

‘““(h) NONDUPLICATION OF BENEFITS.—A
member of the family of a reserve compo-
nent member who is eligible for benefits
under qualified health benefits plan coverage
paid on behalf of the reserve component
member by the Secretary concerned under
this section is not eligible for benefits under
the TRICARE program during a period of the
coverage for which so paid.

‘(1) REVOCABILITY OF ELECTION.—A reserve
component member who makes an election
under subsection (a) may revoke the elec-
tion. Upon such a revocation, the member’s
family members shall become eligible for
benefits under the TRICARE program as pro-
vided for under this chapter.

‘(i) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall prescribe regulations for carrying
out this section. The regulations shall in-
clude such requirements for making an elec-
tion of payment of applicable premiums as
the Secretary considers appropriate.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 1078a the fol-
lowing new item:

*“1078b. Continuation of non-TRICARE health
benefits plan coverage for de-
pendents of certain Reserves
called or ordered to active
duty.”.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Section 1078b of title
10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), shall apply with respect to calls
or orders of members of reserve components
of the Armed Forces to active duty as de-
scribed in subsection (b) of such section, that
are issued by the Secretary of a military de-
partment before, on, or after the date of the
enactment of this Act, but only with respect
to qualified health benefits plan coverage (as
described in subsection (c¢) of such section)
that is in effect on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, before we get started dis-
cussing the substance of the amend-
ment, I think it is important that I
make a comment about how the
amendment came about, and that this
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is the Daschle-Graham amendment.
Senator DASCHLE has been gracious
enough to let me offer the amendment,
but the truth is, without his support it
would never have happened.

I have enjoyed tremendously working
with him and others to try to find
some common ground in terms of help-
ing our Guard and Reserve commu-
nities facing unprecedented problems
from the war on terrorism. They are
doing a terrific job, just as are our ac-
tive-duty troops. This has been a bipar-
tisan effort. We worked on this last
year. Senator DASCHLE offered the
amendment last year. We made some
progress. There was a compromise
reached for the uninsured Guard and
Reserve members to have $400 million
to allow them to have full-time health
care through the military health care
system. That program was not imple-
mented to my satisfaction. I doubt if
Senator DASCHLE was pleased, but at
least we did make some progress.

Chairman WARNER has been very gra-
cious in allowing us to offer this
amendment and has tried to work with
us at every turn. Senator CLINTON was
one of the original cosponsors, along
with Senator DEWINE. I could make a
fairly lengthy list of Republicans and
Democrats who tried to find some com-
mon ground when it comes to the
Guard and Reserve community and
their participation in the war on ter-
rorism. What we have before the Sen-
ate today is a result of that bipartisan
effort.

I listened to Senator DASCHLE talk
about his visit to South Dakota. I had
a similar visit in South Carolina when
people kind of urged us to get our act
together and do more in common, find
some common ground up here. I think
we found that today.

Guard and Reserve members, most
Americans would assume, are covered
in terms of military health care, but
they are not. I think most Americans
find it surprising that if you join the
Guard or Reserve you are not entitled
to military health care unless you are
activated. The truth is, if you are a
Guard or Reserve member, you have to
work at least one weekend a month
and 2 weeks a year. But the big joke
among the Guard and Reserve is,
“What a heck of a one weekend a
month, 2 weeks a year job” because so
many of them have been called to ac-
tive duty for extended periods.

By the end of this year, 40 percent of
the people serving in Iraq and Afghani-
stan will be members of the Guard and
Reserve, called to active duty for prob-
ably a year or more. The reason that is
so is because the Guard and Reserve
community possesses unique skills
that are essential to winning the war
on terror. Mr. President, 75 percent of
the people flying the C-130 in Afghani-
stan and Iraq come from the Guard and
Reserve community. These air crews
come from Air Guard units and Air Re-
serve units.

The C-130 is an indispensable asset in
the war on terrorism. It is a four-en-
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gine prop plane. It was not the leading
edge weapons system in the cold war.
But when it comes to the war on ter-
rorism, it can land in short spaces and
take off in short spaces and haul people
and cargo under some pretty adverse
conditions. When I toured Iraq last
year with fellow Senators, we had nine
C-130 flights going in and out of Iraq
and Afghanistan. All nine flights were
manned by Reserve crews.

Ninety percent of the people in the
civil affairs component of the military
are Reserve or Guard members. What
do the civil affairs folks do? They are
the ones who go around to Afghanistan
and Iraq and teach democracy. They
help local government organize at the
equivalent of a city or a county level.
They are helping judicial systems
start. They are civilian lawyers and
judges and administrators who leave
small towns and big towns and they
offer their service to the military. That
service is being offered in Afghanistan
and Iraq and is completely indispen-
sable. We will never win the war on ter-
ror unless we get some democratic
principles in the Mideast, and the civil
affairs units are the leading edge folks
providing that service.

Another group that is highly valu-
able that is heavily laden in terms of
Guard and Reserve participation is
military police. I know our Presiding
Officer is a former member of the Re-
serve component, legal officer. He
probably has a lot of MPs from Ala-
bama who have been called from active
duty to go to Afghanistan and Iraq and
Bosnia and perform that function.

The military police force has a way
to go. Major combat operations are
over, but we know from our PC screens,
what we read and hear from what is re-
ported from our troops, Iraq and Af-
ghanistan are very dangerous places.
What we are trying to do is create
order out of chaos. The military police
are not only trained in combat skills
but policing skills. High numbers of
the military police units that are being
activated to thwart the war on ter-
rorism come from the Guard and Re-
serve communities. Most of them have
civilian connection to law enforce-
ment. They come from small towns all
over America—from Alabama, South
Dakota, and South Carolina. They are
two of the five cops deployed because
they are military police Reserve or
Guard units.

The point of this discussion is to try
to inform the body that the reason the
Guard and Reserve community is so
heavily utilized is because it has
unique assets and skills which are es-
sential to win the war on terror. The
commitment from this group will con-
tinue to grow probably over time—not
less.

It is now time for the Senate, the
House, and the administration to work
together to upgrade the benefits of the
Guard and Reserve community.

One of the big problems we find from
the war on terror is about 25 percent of
the people called to active duty from
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the Guard and Reserve community are
unable to go on active duty because of
health care problems. That percent of
the people in the Guard and Reserve do
not have health care insurance in the
private sector.

In my State, our adjutant general,
Stan Speers, who has done a wonderful
job leading our National Guard, says
about 50 percent of the people in the
National Guard in South Carolina have
no health care in the private sector.
What happens when you are called up?
You have rigorous military standards
in terms of being activated and sent off
to war. The leading disqualifier for
going onto active duty after being
called from the Guard and Reserve is
dental problems.

When you think about it, a 1ot of pri-
vate health care plans have very lim-
ited dental coverage.

What we have been working on for
well over a year is to provide full-time
access to Guard and Reserve members
and their families to military health
care called TRICARE. If you are called
to active duty from the Guard or Re-
serve, or if you join the Active-Duty
services, you will became a member of
TRICARE. Our chairman, Senator
WARNER, is the father of TRICARE. It
was through his initiative that we cre-
ated this large network of hospitals
and doctors that go beyond the limits
of the base. We signed up doctors and
hospitals all over the country and the
world to provide health care to our
military members and their families.
TRICARE is getting better every year.
It is a free benefit.

But for those who serve in the mili-
tary, you earn what you are getting be-
cause nothing is really free. You are
risking your life for our freedom. But
there is no contribution required of Ac-
tive-Duty personnel.

What Senator DASCHLE, myself, and
others have tried to do is cover this
problem for the Guard and Reserve
community in a creative fashion. Let
us allow them to enroll in TRICARE.
What would be the benefit of that for
their country?

Number one, our Guard and Reserve
would have continuity of health care.
They would be in a health care system
that is providing quality health care. It
would be a great recruiting tool. If you
join the Guard or Reserve, you and
your family would be eligible for mili-
tary health care. That would be a good
attraction to get new people to come
in. It would be a great retention incen-
tive for people to stay in who have al-
ready signed up because they could get
their health care through the military.
It would be a great relief to employers.

The unsung hero of this whole oper-
ation in terms of the Reserve commu-
nity is employers. If you go without
your employer for a year or greater,
many employers pay the difference be-
tween active and civilian pay.

More times than not, when a person
is called to active duty, they get a cut
in pay. Their military pay is less than
their civilian pay. Their families suffer
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because the military members stand in
harm’s way. The support network for
the Guard and Reserve is not nearly
what it is for Active-Duty people. They
get a cut in pay.

We are trying to lessen the effects on
hardships on families. We are trying to
make it an incentive for Guard and Re-
serve participation.

Here is how the program would work.
If you join the Guard or Reserve, you
and your family would be eligible to
enroll in TRICARE, if you chose to.
You would be asked to pay a premium.
Unlike your Active-Duty counterparts
who receive this without any cost shar-
ing, you would be asked to pay a pre-
mium. I think that is fair. The pre-
miums we set up, mirror what Federal
employees have to pay in terms of
their match for their health care. It is
a good deal for the Guard and Reserve
members and their families. It lessens
the cost. It would be a shared responsi-
bility, for the member would have to
contribute and the Government would
have to contribute.

I didn’t know this until I got into
this debate. If part-time Federal em-
ployees work 16 hours a week for the
Federal Government, they are eligible
for full-time participation in our
health care plan. If you are a tem-
porary employee, after a year you are
eligible for full-time participation
without a Government match. I think
that is a good idea. I think this is fair
and balanced for part-time Federal em-
ployees.

I think it would be a shame for a
part-time citizen soldier not to at least
have that benefit. We are not talking
about a normal job. Everyone who
serves this country by working for the
Government is doing a good thing. Peo-
ple in the Guard and Reserve are not
only serving their country in a positive
way, but they are literally risking
their lives. They take a cut in pay.
They go from home into harm’s way.
Last month, the casualty rate among
the Guard and Reserve community had
a tremendous bite because there are
more and more Guard and Reserve peo-
ple in Iraq and Afghanistan. That is
going to stay the same or get worse
over time because we can’t win the war
without these people.

This amendment would allow, if the
members chose, a chance to join
TRICARE for themselves and their
families. They would pay a premium,
and the Government would pick up the
match.

The committee markup allows the
Guard member to join and pay a pre-
mium. It requires the employer to pay
the remaining amount of the TRICARE
premium.

I appreciate that effort, but the rea-
son I think that misses the mark is be-
cause a lot of Guard and Reserve mem-
bers don’t have a private health care
plan with which to cost share. You are
going to have a very convoluted sys-
tem. And at the end of the day, I feel
very strongly we should not outsource
the health care needs of the Guard and
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Reserve family—to be shared by the
military member and the private sec-
tor alone.

I think it is very important for us in
the Senate and in the House to say this
is a government responsibility also,
that it is fair to ask the Guard and Re-
serve family and member to con-
tribute. But I think it is incumbent
upon us to also have the Government
contribute.

I have yet to find a taxpayer who is
upset with the idea that we are going
to pick up some of the health care
costs for our Guard and Reserve mem-
bers and their families for protecting
our freedom.

The cost of the program: It depends
on who you ask. But the latest CBO es-
timate is about $5.4 billion over a 5-
year period. I think there are ways to
lessen that cost, and I will be very
openminded to that. But we are talking
about a $2.2 trillion budget, and a de-
fense budget approaching $400 billion.

My question to the body is, Is that $1
billion a year a wise expense of money?
The question is, Can we afford not to?
This is about two-tenths of 1 percent of
the entire military budget; 300,000 fam-
ilies would be affected. These families
are being called upon to do more as
Guard and Reserve members than at
any other time in the history of the
Nation. They don’t have health care
provided to them by the Government,
even though they are fighting to make
sure we are all free. That is an inequity
we need to fix. A cost-sharing arrange-
ment between the Government and the
military member is the way to go. It
would help our employers greatly.

If you hire a Guard or Reserve mem-
ber, and if they can sign up for mili-
tary health care, it is less expensive for
you to hire them and they became a
more valuable employee. The employer
community has suffered greatly in this
war. They have gone without key em-
ployees for well over a year’s time.
They have been paying the bills as if
the person were still there, and they
need some relief.

I hope we can, in a bipartisan fash-
ion, pass this amendment that Senator
DASCHLE, myself, and others have
worked on for well over a year. This
amendment, simply stated, would
allow Guard and Reserve members and
their families access to full-time mili-
tary health care, so when they are
called they will be fit to fight, that
they will have the security that con-
tinuous health care provides families,
and they will not be bouncing around
from one group to the next.

This is what often happens. If you are
in a health care plan in civilian work,
you are called to active duty, you leave
that health care plan to go into
TRICARE. On one of the C-130 crews I
was flying with, there were two first-
time dads on the crew. One of them had
a private plan with Southwestern Bell
that continued health care for the fam-
ily voluntarily. They do not have to do
that. The other was a realtor who had
private health insurance. When he was
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called to active duty, his wife had to
change doctors and hospitals. That was
very traumatic.

We can lessen that trauma. We can
give an option to the military member
and their family, the Guard and Re-
serve military member, to have the
same set of doctors and hospitals year
round. They do not have to bounce
from one group to another. When they
are called off active duty, they lose
their TRICARE eligibility within less
than 6 months and have to change doc-
tors and hospitals twice. It creates a
serious disruption. Twenty-five percent
have no health care in the private sec-
tor. This would solve that problem.

In terms of the money, it is the best
deal you will ever find to defend Amer-
ica. It will save money. If 25 percent of
the people called to active duty cannot
be utilized because of health care prob-
lems, a small investment in their
health care makes good sense from a
business equation.

If necessary, we will find offsets.

I hope the Senate today, in a bipar-
tisan fashion, will extend TRICARE
health care benefits to every Guard and
Reserve member who chooses to sign
up in a cost-sharing fashion to make
sure those people are ready to go to
war when called, that their families are
better taken care of, and that the con-
cerns of continuity of health care will
finally be addressed forever.

This is affordable. It is the right
thing to do. Our Guard and Reserve
families and members have earned it.
They have earned this benefit.

I yield for my colleague,
DASCHLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The minority leader is recog-
nized.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield.

Mr. WARNER. To frame what this
debate is about, if I might ask my dis-
tinguished leader to let me interject on
my time period, there is no stronger
proponent of Reserve benefits than this
humble Senator from Virginia. I served
in the Marine Corps Reserve for some
12 years. I have some basic under-
standing of the tremendous and vital
importance of our Reserve Forces and
the need to try to give them as much
possible care. Our bill has gone a long
way to do that.

I will go into the details of the $700
million—$300 million increased expend-
iture by the administration on behalf
of the Reserve and $400 million by the
Senate Armed Services Committee.
However, my distinguished colleagues
from South Carolina and South Dakota
wish to add into this bill a $700 million
cost. It is not offset in any way. Con-
sequently, if this amendment is adopt-
ed and we go to conference, we have
roughly $700 million already in the bill,
which improves the life of the reserv-
ists, and on top of that, they are sug-
gesting an additional $700 for this fiscal
year, but the outyear bills are just
enormous. It would be $700 million in

Senator

WARNER. Will the Senator
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the fiscal year 2005 and $5.7 billion over
5 years and $14.2 billion over 10 years.
We are talking about a very signifi-
cant, permanent entitlement for the
reservists which is extremely costly.
From where do those dollars come? Out
of readiness, new equipment, and other
needs of the Armed Forces.

Essentially, that would be my basis
for the objection.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
appreciate the comments of our distin-
guished Chair and compliment him on
his leadership and the effort he has
made to put this bill before the Senate.
I will come to the reservations he has
raised in a moment.

Let me begin by thanking my col-
league from South Carolina, Senator
GRAHAM, for his tremendous leadership
on this issue. It has been a true pleas-
ure for me to have had the opportunity
to work with him these past 18 months
on this legislation. We come from quite
different backgrounds, different ap-
proaches and philosophies, but on this
issue in particular, I have enjoyed im-
mensely the opportunity to work with
him. I compliment him on his state-
ment just now and on the remarkable
work he has done to date.

Let me also compliment and thank
Senators LEAHY and CLINTON for their
work and role on our side, and cer-
tainly Senator DEWINE and others on
the Republican side for their involve-
ment.

As Senator GRAHAM noted, this is a
strong bipartisan effort involving
many Senators on both sides of the
aisle. The votes that have been taken
already indicate the depth of support
and enthusiasm for the amendment
Senator GRAHAM and I are offering
again this afternoon.

I am sure most of our colleagues had
the same experience I did last Monday.
We spoke at Memorial Day events. We
recalled the sacrifices made by our
men and women in uniform now for
more than 220 years. I am sure many of
our colleagues in particular focused on
the commitment made by our men in
uniform today. Now, more than 800
men and women have been Kkilled in
Iraq in recent years; 122 have lost their
lives in Afghanistan; more than 5,000
have been injured.

I have been to Walter Reed Army
Medical Center on numerous occasions
to visit the injured who are from South
Dakota. If my colleagues shared my
same experience, they were moved by
the patriotism, by the depth of feeling
and support for our troops and our
country as we gathered to commemo-
rate Memorial Day again this year.

Over and over again, I saw cars with
bumper stickers proclaiming ‘‘support
our troops.” I propose that supporting
our troops entails more than expres-
sions of support from the heart, as im-
portant as they are. We need to support
our troops emotionally and rhetori-
cally with our bumper stickers, but if
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we mean what we say, supporting our
troops also must go to supporting their
needs.

That is what Senator GRAHAM and I
are again proposing with this amend-
ment: to support our troops in a real-
istic and meaningful way that matters
to them. That really is what this
amendment does. It recognizes a need.

It also recognizes today an inequity.
As my colleague from South Carolina
noted, 40 percent of those boots on the
ground today in Iraq are reservists,
members of the Guard and Reserves.
Madam President, there are 160,000 Re-
serve troops—1,200 from South Da-
kota—mow on active duty. That is a
dramatic departure from past practice.

In the past, it was active duty per-
sonnel who performed these roles. In
the past, it was active duty personnel,
augmented at times through history by
the draft, who gave us the manpower
we needed to do the job wherever it
may have been required. But in the
post-Cold War period, our military
practices have changed dramatically.
Now we are turning to our Guard and
Reserves. We are saying: You need to
fill the gap. You need to defend your
country.

Now it is more than just a weekend
commitment each month. Now it is a
year, and in some cases 2 years of your
life, giving up your job, giving up your
time with family, exposing yourself to
life-threatening circumstances. Now
you are doing it.

Madam President, 40 percent on the
ground—that is vastly different than
what it was just a few years ago. So
this amendment attempts to deal with
the inequity of troops on the ground
fighting for their country in Iraq: one
troop sitting right here with full
health insurance for himself and his
family; the other troop, right here,
with absolutely no health insurance
coverage at all. How in the world today
could that be fair? And how in the
world, in the name of supporting our
troops, can we accept that?

I want to see those ‘‘Support Our
Troops” bumper stickers, but I want it
to mean something. I want it to mean
what we say. We are supporting our
troops and their needs. And this is
their greatest need.

I acknowledge the work done by the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the ranking member. They
have addressed this issue. I acknowl-
edge the support they have shown. We
have come some way, some distance in
the last 12 months, but there are five
crucial differences. For the record and
for the information of our colleagues, 1
want to walk through those dif-
ferences, if I can, just briefly, because
it is our argument for why we need the
amendment offered by Senator GRAHAM
and myself and others.

First is coverage. Under the com-
mittee bill, only those reservists who
can gain the consent of their employer
will be allowed to participate. We be-
lieve the fate of reservists in the pri-
vate sector should not be determined
by their employer’s attitude.
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Why should they have to get ap-
proval from their employer to get
health insurance from their Govern-
ment—fighting for their country, as
they now do in Iraq, Afghanistan, and
around the world? To me, that does not
connect. Employer support is helpful,
but employer approval to get Govern-
ment benefits does not seem, to me, to
be the approach we want to subscribe
to, and I think it sets a very dangerous
precedent.

The second is cost. The committee
bill requires the reservist’s private-sec-
tor employer to pick up 72 percent of
the cost of the reservist’s health care
premium. So unless the reservist’s em-
ployer is prepared to pay 72 percent of
the premium for the reservist, that em-
ployer is not going to sign off on the
health care coverage. The employer is
going to say: I would love to do it, Joe,
but I can’t afford it. You are telling me
to do something I would love to do.

My colleagues and I know how these
things work. I have talked to a lot of
awfully good employers, awfully good
small employers, who virtually break
down when they tell me how it hurts
for them to make a decision between
offering employment and offering bene-
fits and recognizing they cannot do
both. We have thousands of employers
in South Dakota who would give any-
thing if they could offer benefits to
their employees. But to tell those em-
ployers they are going to have to pay
72 percent of the cost, I guarantee you,
almost 100 percent of the employers
will say they can’t do it or they would
have done it by now.

Now, as it relates to cost, yes, the
chairman is correct. The cost of this
program in the first year is $696 mil-
lion. Madam President, $696 million
sounds like a lot of money, and it is—
$56.7 billion over 5 years. But, as the
Senator from South Carolina said so
well, do you know what that amounts
to in terms of the percent of the de-
fense budget? In percentage terms, for
the defense budget, this represents
two-tenths of 1 percent. That is what
we are talking about, two-tenths of 1
percent, to follow through with the
commitment that we, as a nation,
must make when we say: ‘‘Support Our
Troops.”’

I think we can afford two-tenths of 1
percent. And, as Senator GRAHAM said
so well, we cannot afford not to. I will
get to that in a moment.

The third difference is reimburse-
ment. Under our amendment, if a re-
servist’s family opts to retain their
personal doctor rather than enroll in
TRICARE when the reservist is acti-
vated, the family can do so. We want to
give the family the option of choosing
the best coverage for themselves, and
the Defense Department would simply
pick up a portion of the family’s pri-
vate health care premium. That is all
we do. You choose. You are not going
to be penalized for whatever choice you
make.

The fourth difference is the amount
of the annual premium. Under our
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amendment, an individual reservist can
obtain health coverage for about $1.37 a
day. The reservist with a family could
obtain coverage for about $4.90 a day.
The committee bill does not specify
how much a reservist would have to
pay, and they leave it to DOD.

I think reservists will tell you: We
like the certainty of knowing, as we
make our choice, what it is going to
cost. And $1.37 a day is $1.37 more a day
than Active-Duty personnel pay. And
$4.90 a day is $4.90 a day more than Ac-
tive-Duty personnel pay for family cov-
erage. So the reservists are already
paying more than what their counter-
parts right next to them in the line of
battle are required to pay today, even
though they are both defending this
country.

Finally, the last difference has to do
with deductibles and copayments for
doctor visits. Unlike the committee
bill, we ensure that the reservist would
not face an annual deductible or copay-
ment for doctor visits. The committee
bill does.

So those five specific differences are
why we have come to the floor. We ac-
knowledge the commitment and the ef-
fort made by our chairman and ranking
member and others on the committee
to address this issue. But I have to say,
for two-tenths of 1 percent of the entire
defense budget, we will be able to say
to our reservists: We are not only going
to support you rhetorically, we are
going to support you with what you
have told us is your single greatest
need and concern today.

There are three reasons I think we
need to adopt this legislation: First,
because it is the right thing to do. I
don’t know how you explain, today, to
a member of the Guard or the Reserves,
who soon could be stationed in Iraq for
perhaps 2 years that even though he is
required to pay for his health insur-
ance and his Active-Duty counterpart
is not, that we are not even going to
give him even that chance at coverage,
but we want him to defend his country.
I do not think that is right. That is in-

equitable, that is unfair, and this
amendment addresses it.
The second is retention. Senator

GRAHAM mentioned this so well. We
have some very serious concerns about
retention in our Guard and Reserves,
for good reason. For a lot of them, this
is not what they bargained for; this is
not what they were told. We have the
best Guard and Reserves we have ever
had, the best we have ever had in his-
tory. If we do not want to go back to
those bad old days, in my view, of the
draft—and we have a bill pending, S. 89.
I get asked all the time: Will there be
a draft?

I tell them: No, I don’t think you
have to worry about a draft. Why? Be-
cause the volunteer Army has worked.
Why? Because the Guard and Reserves
are filling that void, that gap that we
used to call upon the draft to do. But if
we see the attrition and the erosion in
support and the reduction in the en-
rollment and re-enlistment, we are
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going to pay a very heavy price. I can-
not think of a better inducement for
re-enlistment than this.

Finally, the third reason is simply
the need. You can check the category,
but across the board, one out of every
five of our members of the Guard and
Reserves has absolutely no health in-
surance today. In the age groups below
30, it is even higher, almost 40 percent.
So there is a need that we need to ad-
dress.

So I enthusiastically join my col-
league, the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina, Mr. GRAHAM, in asking
our colleagues, once again, to do what
they have done in the past: Support the
effort to provide this needed benefit. It
is needed, not only for purposes of ad-
dressing an inequity that I think has
been long overdue, but also real con-
cerns about retention and parity. If we
are all going to do what we said we
were going to do last Monday, during
our Memorial Day speeches—‘‘support
our troops’—Ilet’s do it more than with
bumper stickers and rhetoric.

Let’s do it immediately. Let’s help
them. Let’s provide them the assist-
ance they tell us would mean more
than anything else we could do for
them right now.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
ask my colleagues for no more than 2
minutes.

I listened intently to our distin-
guished Democratic leader as he out-
lined his proposal. Correct me if I am
wrong, but I understood him to say
that when a reservist goes on active
duty, he has to worry about his costs.

Could I direct the Senator to title
107(4)(a) entitled ‘‘Medical and Dental
Care’’ which explicitly says for anyone,
reservist or guardsman, on active duty
for 30 days or less, they are entitled to
it. There is no problem. They are treat-
ed exactly as the Active-Duty indi-
vidual. So may I ask the Senator to
refer to that statute and review the re-
marks that he made to the Senate.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, if I
may respond to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Virginia, I would simply say
that he reads and interprets the law
correctly. He said it just as the law
reads. While on active duty for that 30-
day period, there is no difference. But
what about before and after? What
about the families and what about the
opportunities accorded those families
when the need arises? There isn’t any
accommodation. I think we have to
take into account the universe of sup-
port we provide through health bene-
fits for Active-Duty personnel.

I stand by my statement concerning
the disparity that exists today. I don’t
want to take anything away from Ac-
tive-Duty personnel. They deserve
every dollar of support we provide
them through good health insurance.
All T am saying is that today, given the
dramatic change we have seen in the
makeup of our military and the role
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now that the Guard and Reserves play,
the Guard and Reserves, for a personal
commitment that I outlined in my re-
marks a moment ago—$1.37 a day for
individuals, $4.90 a day for families—
ought to be entitled to that same level
of confidence. Today the law denies
that.

I thank the Senator for asking the
question.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
appreciate that the Senator at least
clarified that point. I would like to
point out also that in the existing bill,
we have added 6 months after demobili-
zation in a transition to civilian life.
They are entitled to these same bene-
fits. It isn’t as if we drop them the day
they walk out of the gate, having
served with distinction in his or her
service on active duty.

I think we are framing this debate
correctly. We have to look at the asso-
ciated costs with this permanent enti-
tlement program which is being pro-
posed. Bear in mind, particularly to my
colleagues who have had experience in
the military themselves, we are nar-
rowing the gap between the benefits for
reservists and guardsmen and those
who commit to enlistment for 5 years
or those who aspire to be careerists for
20-plus years. Pretty soon people are
going to say, why should I become a
regular member of the U.S. Army and
sign up for commitments of many
years when I can stay in the Reserve
and just about get all the same benefits
that a regular gets? Once we start that
breakdown, I dare say, my dear friends,
we will have a lot of difficulty recruit-
ing for the Active Forces and much less
difficulty recruiting for the Reserve
and the Guard.

I believe the Senate is under an
order.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
having arrived, the Senate will stand
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:34 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:17 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. SUNUNU).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from New Hamp-
shire, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-

TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2005—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3258
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as to
the points of the pending amendment
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that the Senator from South Carolina
and the Senator from South Dakota
have spoken very eloquently about
with regard to their amendment, I will
interject briefly my own observations
and strong opposition because I believe
that the Armed Services Committee
structured a very adequate program for
the Reserves.

I direct the attention of Members to
page 135 and thereafter in the bill on
each desk, which outlines what the
committee did. Roughly, the Presi-
dent’s bill had $300 million in alloca-
tions toward additional benefits for the
Reserve and Guard. The committee
went beyond that and added another
$400 million, and now along comes this
proposal which would add on top of
that another $700 million.

We are really beginning to face quite
a severe dollar problem because unless
this amendment is defeated, it would
require the conference to seek out cuts
in other military programs, all of those
programs having been carefully evalu-
ated by the two committees, the House
and the Senate, and reduce them by
some $700 million. That is the bottom
line.

The other reason I feel very strongly
about that this proposed legislation is
not in the best interest of the services,
it really begins to provide for the Re-
serve and Guard Forces in a manner
that is commensurate with the Active-
Duty military personnel.

Stop and think. When a young per-
son—and oftentimes that person now
has a family with a wife and vice versa
as the case may be—sits down and eval-
uates their life and how they would
like to make a commitment to service
in uniform to this country, suddenly
they look at the alternatives. Well,
there is the Active and we get a certain
degree of benefits under the Active;
then there is the Reserve or the Guard,
and they compare the benefits that
they would get under that program. If
this legislation is passed, it is begin-
ning to close the last gap between the
benefits on the Active side and the ben-
efits on the Reserve and Guard side.

Now, one might say, well, Senator,
when the Reserves are called to active
duty, they perform just as the Active
member, and that is correct; they take
the same risk as the Active member,
and that is correct; the family assumes
much the same hardships as the Active
member, and that is correct. But when
the Reserve completes his or her obli-
gation of a callup, they return to the
Reserve status, they return to their
homes, they return to their civilian
jobs and their life in the civilian com-
munity with such obligations as their
Reserve or Guard requirements require.

The Active person perhaps finishes
their overseas commitment, they go
back to the training base, they are
fully in the military, fully subjected to
the regimen of the military, fully sub-
jected to going right back overseas on
a very short turnaround basis. We have
witnessed that during this conflict pe-
riod covering the AORs of Afghanistan
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and Iraq. But the regular soldier, sail-
or, airman, and marine, when they
commit to a tour of duty of 3 or 4
years’ obligated service, or the officers
accept their commissions and obligate
themselves for 4 or 5 years, whatever
the case may be, they understand that,
but it makes for equity and fairness
that the Active rolls have some bene-
fits that compensate for the rigors, the
constant risk, the constant disruption,
the constant moving of the Active-
Duty Force, unlike the reservist who is
called back for a period of time, then
released to go back to their civilian
jobs and their homes. They could own
that one home, whereas the military
soldier, the careerist on active duty,
often has to get a home, sell it, go get
another one, sell it, move, move, sell,
rent. Those are hardships for which I
think through the years the Congress
has carefully balanced out an equitable
formulation of the benefits for the Ac-
tive Force and the Guard and Reserve.

This amendment makes a very sub-
stantial closing of that gap, and I
think it will be an inducement for
young people now to go into the Re-
serve and Guard because they are going
to have just about the same benefits as
the individual on active duty, but they
can stay in their homes, stay in their
jobs, perform their weekends and 2
weeks in the summer active field train-
ing. They can match both their civilian
life and their Guard and Reserve life
and balance it in such a way as to basi-
cally stay home. That is not so with
the regular force.

So when we reported out the bill S.
2400, we went further than the Senate
has ever gone before to improve health
care benefits for Reserve members, and
it reflects our Nation’s growing reli-
ance on their service. When a Reserve
or Guard is called up, within 30 days—
and I think in a respectful way 1
brought this to the attention of the
distinguished Democratic leader—they
are treated just as an active Regular
once they go on that active duty. We
have added permanent TRICARE cov-
erage before and after mobilization and
created a new option for the Reserves
and their families to participate in
TRICARE while they are enjoying the
benefits of civilian life. They have an
option but they have to pay something
for it.

The bottom line is we are dealing
with the taxpayers’ money. That is
what we are dealing with, the tax-
payers’ money, and it is quite a consid-
erable commitment under this amend-
ment.

Our fundamental disagreement is
how we achieve these goals. The dif-
ference, again, is cost. The amendment
would be $700 million for this 1 fiscal
year, $5.7 billion over the ensuing 5
years, and $14.2 billion over a 10-year
period from adoption. We are under
stringent budgets these days, and our
military is very much in need of mod-
ernization, new equipment, additional
training, reconfiguration, particularly
the U.S. Army, and all those are costly
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items. If this amendment were adopted,
it would draw down on that ability of
modernization.

Our statistics show the vast majority
of reservists and their families, at least
856 percent according to the Comp-
troller General, have health coverage
from their employers. Recruitment and
retention among Reserves at the
present time is not a crisis. So this is
not a recruiting tool.

So I ask my colleagues, why, then,
should we respond to increasing calls
to the Reserve providing health care
compensation in a civilian capacity
that is so costly as to guarantee ero-
sion of funding needed for readiness re-
quirements of the other military
branches? Under S. 2400, all become eli-
gible for TRICARE when they are mo-
bilized in support of a contingency. All
are eligible for 6 months additional
coverage after they are demobilized.
Mr. President, $200 million is set aside
for a demonstration project to provide
coverage for the unemployed and the
uninsured.

In addition to these new benefits, let
us not forget that all reservists and
their families are eligible to enroll in
the Reserve dental insurance program,
in which the government pays 60 per-
cent of premiums for reserve families
whose sponsors are mobilized for more
than 30 days; and all reservists who re-
tire with 20 years of creditable service
are eligible for TRICARE for life when
they reach age 60.

Colleagues, the amendment will du-
plicate private insurance, handing a
windfall to the insurance companies
who are now paying full premiums for
coverage of civilian-employed reserv-
ists. The amendment asks the tax-
payers to take the place of employers
in providing health care coverage for
reserve members while they enjoy the
benefits of civilian employment and ci-
vilian life.

The underlying bill also includes au-
thority for appointment of an inde-
pendent commission on the future roles
and mission of the reserves. This com-
mission would examine all the pro-
posals for enhancements to compensa-
tion and benefits of Reserve members
that have been proposed in light of
changes in current and future roles.

We should not more blindly into a
permanent and costly government enti-
tlement for reservists while, unlike
their active duty counterparts, they
are enjoying the benefits of civilian
life, and earning benefits in their civil-
ian roles.

This is the fundamental basis for the
reserve: an option, desirable to many,
to maintain civilian employment and
benefit status and civilian lifestyles for
the majority of their careers, while
serving in reserve for the nation’s ac-
tive military components.

Let us not ignore the significant in-
vestment and improvements in the
underyling bill for reserve members
and their families, which are affordable
for this country, today and in the fu-
ture.
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So I think we have hit a very bal-
anced program in the committee bill
acted upon by all members of the com-
mittee. To the best of my knowledge it
was voted out unanimously by com-
mittee. I hate to see this treatment of
the hard work of the committee. They
are entrusted, by virtue of their assign-
ments on this committee, with making
the tough decisions as to how best to
balance the benefits given to the Guard
and Reserve and those in the Active
Force. And I come back to the Amer-
ican taxpayer who has to foot a very
considerable permanent guarantee, the
entitlement under this program for
many years.

At this time I yield the floor.

Would the Chair advise the Chamber
with regard to the time remaining
under the control of the Senator from
Virginia and the control of the two
proponents of the measure?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At this
time there is no pending time agree-
ment.

Mr. WARNER. I see.
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from
South Carolina yield?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Yes.

Mr. REID. I have spoken to the two
managers of the bill and the proponent
of the underlying amendment, together
with Senator DASCHLE. They would be
willing to start a vote at 3:30. However,
I don’t think there is that much more
talk on this amendment. We will have
a vote at 3:30 for the convenience of
some Senators. We could complete the
debate fairly soon, within the next 10
or 15 minutes, and then if the Senator
from Virginia wanted to lay down the
$25 Dbillion amendment, we could do
that and get started on that, and then
we would stop at 3:30 and have our
vote?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I think
that is a very good suggestion. We then
seek unanimous consent to vote, now,
at 3:30, with the understanding that in
the interim period we could set the
amendment aside, bring up another
amendment, and then terminate debate
on that amendment at the established
3:30?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. I understand we will
soon be carefully scripted by our very
able staff.

Mr. REID. We can be carefully
scripted, but the point is, what the in-
tent of the manager of the bill is that
we will vote at 3:30 on the Daschle-
Graham amendment. Then prior to
that time we would have a few minutes
remaining on this amendment. Then
we would go off this, go to, I believe it
will be a bipartisan amendment of Sen-
ator WARNER and Senator LEVIN about
$25 billion, debate that for a while,
vote, and then go to the recognition
time for the World War II veterans.
Then, if the leader decides to come
back after all that is done, tonight we

I thank the
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would be on the $25 billion amendment
and either vote on that tonight or
some other time because under the
order, as I understand it, that is now
entered, tomorrow morning we go to
the Cantwell-Graham problem we have.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as
usual our distinguished colleague has
stated the facts with accuracy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending request is with-
drawn. Who seeks time? The Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. WARNER. Not on time yielding,
as I understand it; whoever seeks rec-
ognition. I have had a time to speak.
As I understand it, my colleague from
Michigan——

Mr. LEVIN. I just have a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, this is going to be a unani-
mous consent that is going to be en-
tered formally, but it has not yet been
entered; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The suggestion has
been made.

The Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
just need 10 minutes to speak on the
amendment.

Just to conclude this debate, this de-
bate has been going on for a very long
time, more than a year, on how to best
take care of the Guard and Reserve
Forces in terms of their health care
needs. It is an honest debate, sincere
debate. Mr. President, 85 Members of
the Senate voted last year on this very
amendment. I think I understand why
they voted to extend health care bene-
fits to the Guard and Reserve, full
time, and with the premium to be paid
for them. It makes sense for our mili-
tary needs. Forty percent of our people
in Iraq and Afghanistan are going to be
Guard and Reserve members.

Let me explain as best as I can how
this works. If you are a member of the
Guard and Reserve today, while you
are serving in that capacity you have
absolutely zero health care benefits of-
fered to you from the military. A part-
time Federal Government employee, a
temporary Federal Government em-
ployee receives health care benefits. So
g0 home and explain that one. You can
be a part-time Federal employee, work
in the Senate or the House, and you get
health care. You can be a part-time cit-
izen soldier, training to defend Amer-
ica, and you get zip.

Now, it is true when you are called to
active duty you get everything an Ac-
tive-Duty person gets. The reason is
because you are on active duty. That is
not that great of a benefit, to pay you
like somebody right next to you and to
give you the same benefits because you
are doing the same job. The point we
are trying to make is, there is a prob-
lem in the Guard and Reserve commu-
nity when it comes to health care. Mr.
President, 25 percent of the people
called to active duty, as I stated be-
fore, from the Guard and Reserve com-
munity are unable to go on active duty
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because of health care problems. I
would argue that we need a better
health care network covering our
Guard and Reserve members and their
families, from a readiness point of
view.

Let’s talk a little bit about reten-
tion. The head of the Army Reserve
said yesterday—and this is back in
January—that the 205,000-soldier force
must guard against a potential crisis in
its ability to retain troops, saying seri-
ous problems were being masked tem-
porarily because reservists are barred
from leaving the military while the
units are mobilized in Iraq.

In this prison abuse scandal what we
found was that the MPs in that jail,
and some of their associates, were due
to go home, but they couldn’t go back
home because they were needed in Iraq,
and they had the rug pulled out from
under them, causing tremendous mo-
rale problems.

““This is the first extended duration
war our Nation has fought with an all-
volunteer force,” said LTG James R.
Henley, the head of the Reserves. ‘“We
must be sensitive to that and we must
provide proactive, preventive measures
to prevent a recruiting retention cri-
sis.” 1-21-04.

“We got a real retention issue,” said
Republican Governor of South Caro-
lina, Mark Sanford, our Governor and a
member of the Air Force Reserve. “We
are going to see it emptying when peo-
ple’s tickets are up and when Guards-
men are not stepping up to the plate.”

You know, I am not sure that is true.
Patriotism is high. To prevent them
from getting out, we need to be think-
ing of what we can do to make it a
more attractive job. But let’s say you
stay in. What can you do to honor your
service to our country? This Congress
has spent $400 billion on Medicare im-
provements. Let’s talk about money
for a minute. We are trying to get
every senior in the country to sign up
for a discount card because we want to
help seniors. Great, good idea.

We are trying to spend $1 billion a
year for b years to give Guard and Re-
serve members continuity of health
care coverage, and we are arguing
about the money? We spent $20 billion
of hard-earned taxpayer money in Iraq.
We gave it to the Iraqi people, to build
their hospitals, to build their schools,
to build their roads, to build their fire
departments, and their police stations,
to train their army. Do you know
what. The money is needed.

I wanted to loan some of it because
they are sitting on $1 trillion worth of
oil. I like helping people but I want
people to help themselves. So when it
came time to write this amendment we
did strike a balance. Here is the bal-
ance.

Right now, as a Guard and Reserve
member, you are a part-time Federal
employee. Unlike every other part-
time Federal employee, you get noth-
ing. So here is what we are suggesting.
If you want to, you can sign up for
military health care year round. It will
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be eligible for you and your family—
you will be eligible for that program.
But while you are a Guard or Reserve
member you are going to have to pay a
premium like a Federal employee. 1
wish we could get the Iraqi people to
help pay some of the money back, but
we are not. So they are going to make
a contribution. This is not a free deal.
They have to pay like every other part-
time Federal employee. Put them in
that same category. They deserve to be
in that category.

Here is the difference between an Ac-
tive-Duty troop and a Guard and Re-
serve member. No. 1, an Active-Duty
troop is doing a great job, and we
should pay them more. Senator WAR-
NER has done a great job improving
benefits for Active-Duty people. Our
Armed Services Committee in the Sen-
ate has been second to no one in trying
to make a better life for those who
serve our country. My hat is off to
them. We just have a disagreement
over this particular amendment. But
we are daily improving the benefit
package of Active-Duty people. By
God, they deserve it.

But here is why it will not affect re-
cruiting. The Pentagon has started this
argument. It is the most bogus argu-
ment I have ever heard. It is that if
you offer TRICARE eligibility for the
military members who would have to
pay $1,800 a year for the benefit, as a
premium for a family, that somehow
that will hurt recruiting for active
duty.

Here is your choice if you are going
to pick between the two programs. You
have a Reserve job or a Guard job that
allows you to work one weekend a
month, 2 weeks a year, and you get to
retire when you are 60. The Active-
Duty person gets a full paycheck, gets
full health care benefits, gets a retire-
ment after 20 years. There is no way
that is going to compete and take peo-
ple away from Active-Duty Forces.
How are you going to raise a family
working 2 days a month? They are
part-time employees in a vital job, to
defend America. Unlike every other
part-time Federal employee, they are
not eligible for Federal Government
health care, and they should be. We are
asking them to pay a premium unless
they are called to active duty.

That is a fiscally responsible balance.
We spent $20 billion of the taxpayers’
money to make Iraq a better place. We
spent $400 billion and counting on a
prescription drug program for our sen-
iors. Here we are, trying to get $5.4 bil-
lion over a b-year period to cover
300,000 families who have suffered be-
yond description, in terms of leaving
their homes and their jobs for pay cuts.
Most Guard and Reserve members,
when called to active duty, leave obli-
gations behind, greater than the mili-
tary paycheck. They make more
money in the civilian world and when
they are called to active duty they
take a pay cut and we don’t make up
the difference. But they know that
going in.
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There are small things that mean a
lot to these people, and this is truly
small, in terms of money. It is two-
tenths of 1 percent of the budget. Mr.
President, 25 percent of the people are
unable to go on active duty when
called to the Guard and Reserve com-
munity because of health care prob-
lems. This amendment more than pays
for itself. The money is well spent. It is
affordable, and there are many pro-
grams in this budget that cost more
than $700 million that, if you ask the
taxpayer to choose, I think the Guard
and Reserve community would win
every time.

How many bills do we pass every year
that spend billions of dollars on ques-
tionable programs? This is the one area
upon which we can all agree. The
Guard and Reserve community needs a
better benefit package because they
are being asked to do more than ever.
They are dying at a greater rate this
year than last year. What has happened
in the year when we first debated this?
There are more of them and they are
dying at a faster rate.

The father of TRICARE is Senator
WARNER.

This is why I object to committee
markups. No. 1, the entire cost of
TRICARE under the committee mark-
up is borne by the employer commu-
nity and the reservists. The Govern-
ment doesn’t contribute one penny to
the health care needs of our Guard and
Reserve members. That is wrong.

The unsung hero of this whole war ef-
fort, when it comes to the Guard and
Reserve community, is the employer.
Wouldn’t it be nice if we could take a
load off of small businesses and large
businesses which have guardsmen and
reservists and share in the cost of
health care along with the Guard mem-
bers themselves and take them off the
payroll? It is a small thing. It would
mean a lot to employers.

Employers have paid the difference
between active pay and civilian pay
voluntarily, and in huge numbers. We
have done nothing to thank them. Tak-
ing care of the health care needs of our
Guard and Reserve Forces is one less
problem an employer has to worry
about.

I ask the 85 Members of the Senate
who voted last year for this very same
measure, which is now $300 million
cheaper and going down every minute
because we are trying to make it
cheaper, to step to the plate and say to
the Guard and Reserve community: We
got it. We understand your sacrifice.
We understand your stress. We under-
stand your family is having health care
coverage problems. Twenty percent of
them have no health care. They are
bouncing from one group to the next,
and we are going to fix that. We are
going to give you an option. We are
going to ask you to pay some, but we
are going to make your health care life
better.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD letters of sup-
port for this amendment from the Na-
tional Guard Association of the United
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States, the Reserve Officers Associa-
tion of the United States, the Reserve
Enlisted Association, the Air Force
Sergeants Association, along with the
National Guard Association of the
United States.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, May 19, 2004.
Hon. LINDSEY GRAHAM,
U.S. Senator, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: On behalf of the
50,000 members of the National Guard Asso-
ciation of the United States (NGAUS), I
want to thank you for doing so much for our
membership in the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 20056 (NDAA
FY05). Your leadership, along with your col-
leagues, has given our soldiers and airmen
the much-needed opportunity to participate
in the TRICARE health program when not in
a mobilized status.

This health coverage will not only provide
Guard members and their families with con-
tinuity of care, but also with a chance to
positively contribute to the betterment of
the TRICARE program. As we all know, the
system of care will respond in a positive way
to these additional beneficiaries, especially
in remote areas. The three new provider net-
works—TriWest, Health Net, Humana—have
made a commitment to ensure TRICARE
beneficiaries are satisfied with their health
care. Along with Congress, we will also be
keeping an eye on the path of transition
from 11 TRICARE regions to three.

We recognize section 706 in the NDAA FY05
is an excellent starting point to providing a
health care program to our Guardsmen as a
measurement of the country’s appreciation
for all they have done. We support the initial
intent of S. 2035, as sponsored by you and
Senator Daschle, which was to have the De-
partment of Defense pay 72 percent of the
premium cost, thereby taking the burden off
private and public employees completely.
The NGAUS fully understands the pressure
of budget constraints in the FY05 budget, but
we are hopeful that soon the burden will be
taken off the employers and rest fully in its
intended, and rightful place, in the Depart-
ment of Defense.

The fashion in which the National Guard is
being utilized has forced America to take no-
tice and recognize the full worth of these ex-
ceptional men and women serving in harm’s
way. Guardsmen are our neighbors, teachers,
co-workers and students. Once again, thank
you for all you have done for the soldiers and
airmen in the National Guard.

Sincerely,
RICHARD C. ALEXANDER,
Major General (Ret.), AUS,
President.
RESERVE ENLISTED ASSOCIATION,
May 21, 2004.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. LINDSEY O. GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE AND SENATOR
GRAHAM: The mobilizations over the past
three years since September 11th have once
again shown that the readiness of our re-
serve components has been affected by med-
ical issues. When called upon our nation’s
citizen-soldiers need to be prepared to an-
swer that call, but without proper healthcare
we cannot maintain a well trained and ready
reserve force.
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The Reserve Enlisted Association supports
Daschle-Graham amendment to the Senate
Armed Service Committee, FY2005, National
Defense Authorization Act, S.2400, requiring
the Department of Defense to assume respon-
sibility for the employer cost of a Reservist’s
healthcare under TRICARE.

REA is dedicated to making our nation
stronger and our military more prepared and
look forward to working together towards
these goals. Please feel free to call me at 202—
646-7758 or via email at lburnett@reaus.org
or our Legislative Director, Seth Benge.

Sincerely,
LANI BURNETT,
CMSgt, USAFR (Retired),
Executive Director.
AIR FORCE SERGEANTS ASSOCIATION,
Temple Hills, MD, May 15, 2003.
Hon. LINDSEY GRAHAM,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: On behalf of the
136,000 members of AFSA, I would like to
offer our support of S. 1000. This association
has been on the leading edge of the effort to
lower the earliest Guard and Reserve retire-
ment age. We feel very strongly that the re-
tirement age should be lowered at a min-
imum to age 55, consistent with the retire-
ment age of all other federal retirees. Al-
though the provisions contained within S.
1000 addressing this issue fall short of what
we believe is fair, it is a step in the right di-
rection.

Without question, reservists and their fam-
ilies will benefit from the opportunity to re-
ceive health coverage through TRICARE. So
will DoD. Beyond recruitment and retention,
this program will improve readiness since
nearly 20 percent of reserve component mem-
bers do not currently have health insurance.
Maintaining a healthy force is absolutely es-
sential to maintaining a prepared force.

The success of our national defense is de-
pendent on a ‘‘Total Force’ effort, and the
availability of Guard and Reserve members
is critical. The various tax credits contained
in S. 1000 will encourage employee and cit-
izen participation in Guard and Reserve pro-
grams, thereby facilitating the availability
of these important servicemembers when
they are needed.

I thank you for taking the initiative to in-
troduce such an important piece of legisla-
tion. As always, I offer you this association’s
support on this and other matters of mutual
concern.

Sincerely,
JAMES D. STATON,
Executive Director.
RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, May 18, 2004.
Senator THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
U.S. Senate, Senate Hart,
Washington, DC.
Senator LINDSEY O. GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate, Senate Russell,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DASCHLE AND SENATOR
GRAHAM: It has been over a decade since
Desert Shield and Desert Storm occurred and
medical readiness problems were identified;
yvet the Reserve Components face the same
problems with medical and dental fitness
when mobilized for Iraq and Afghanistan. We
cannot continue losing the service and expe-
rience of Reserve Component members who
cannot mobilize due to medical readiness.

The Reserve Officers Association supports
the Daschle-Graham amendment to the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, FY2005, Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, S. 2400, re-
quiring the Department of Defense to assume

S6315

responsibility for the employer cost of a Re-
servist’s healthcare under TRICARE.
Sincerely,
ROBERT A. MCINTOSH,
Major General (Ret.), USAFR,
Executive Director.

NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, May 21, 2003.
Hon. LINDSEY GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: On behalf of the
men and women of the National Guard Asso-
ciation of the United States (NGAUS), I
would like to personally thank you for your
leadership in helping ensure passage your
amendment to the National Defense Author-
izations Act for fiscal year 2004 based off S.
1000 and S. 852. This important amendment
provides the opportunity for Guardsmen to
participate in the Tricare program on a cost-
share basis. As you know, this initiative to
improve healthcare readiness for members of
the National Guard and Reserve components
and their families is at the forefront of our
priorities.

Your staff, especially Steve Flippin and
Aleix Jarvis, has put forth a tremendous ef-
fort toward this initiative. You should be
proud to have such an outstanding team.

Again, thank you for your continued sup-
port of a strong and viable National Guard.

Sincerely,
RICHARD C. ALEXANDER,
Major General (Ret.), AUS,
President.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, these letters are not just
words on paper. I challenge every mem-
ber of the public and every Senator to
go back home and spend a few minutes
in a Guard and Reserve unit and ask
about TRICARE for those who have
been on active duty.

Does it work? Senator WARNER de-
serves great praise because it is work-
ing. Ask the question: If you could sign
up for TRICARE year round and pay a
premium, how many of you would do
it? Hands would be raised. It would be
a great benefit to the 300,000 forces. It
would be good for their families. It
would be good for retention. It is af-
fordable, and it is the right thing to do.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, my
colleagues have just heard an eloquent
and extraordinarily persuasive case for
the amendment offered by our col-
league from South Carolina. It illus-
trates yet again why it has been such a
pleasure for me to work with him on
this amendment. He has made the case.

But for emphasis let me reiterate a
couple of points which he made better
than I could. First, with regard to cost,
our distinguished Chair this morning—
and I think on other occasions—has
raised an understandable concern. He
correctly noted that the cost of this
amendment this year is about $696 mil-
lion. The cost over 5 years is $5.7 bil-
lion. He correctly noted that there
isn’t any particular offset listed for
this benefit. Of course, what we haven’t
said is that is exactly the situation we
will face with the amendment he is
about to offer. The only difference is
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his is $25 million and ours is $696 mil-
lion.

I said the only difference but there is
another difference. The amendment re-
quested by the administration for our
efforts in Iraq indirectly benefits the
United States but directly benefits the
people of Iraq. This amendment bene-
fits directly 300,000 people—men and
women who are putting their lives on
the line in support of their country’s
efforts in Iraq. It is two-tenths of 1 per-
cent of the entire budget.

That is all we are asking—to say
with an exclamation point that we sup-
port our troops. We support the efforts
made by our members of the Reserve,
the Guard, and the extraordinary her-
oism, patriotism, and dedication they
demonstrate each and every day on the
job.

We give our colleagues on the Armed
Services Committee credit and our
thanks for making an effort to address
this problem in the bill, but with great
respect and tremendous admiration for
them. In particular, we have indicated
in the past our concern and, frankly,
our opposition to the language—as well
intended as it is—to require that em-
ployers and the guardsmen themselves
shoulder 100 percent of the responsi-
bility, in light of the fact the col-
leagues they work next to every single
day on the job get that critical benefit;
it is part of their package for serving
in the military. That is wrong.

To give an employer veto power over
whether this guardsman can access the
benefit is wrong. To say we are going
to benefit our active-duty personnel
and not provide any help or apprecia-
tion for the extraordinary difficulties
in accessing health care for guardsmen
is wrong.

The 85 Senators who supported this
legislation in the past need to dem-
onstrate once again that our commit-
ment has not eroded and we will con-
tinue to press for parity, for fairness,
for a recognition of the commitment
made by our members of the Guard and
Reserves every single month, week,
and year until this action becomes law.

My colleague from South Carolina
has done it so well, laying out our ar-
guments and the persuasive case to be
made. All that remains is, on a bipar-
tisan basis, to again reiterate our
strong support for the fairness rep-
resented in the Graham-Daschle
amendment.

I thank him for his leadership. I
thank our colleagues for their support.
I hope we can send a clear message
today, as we have said on so many oc-
casions, that when we say we support
our troops, we mean it with more than
our words. We intend to step up to the
plate and show it with our deeds. That
is what this amendment does.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I thank
the committee for their hard work on
this bill. I am always impressed by how
Senator WARNER and Senator LEVIN
manage this bill and for the excellent
work of their staff. Their continued
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commitment to our troops, and to our
Nation is evident in this bill. It is espe-
cially important right now.

I also thank the committee for their
very important inclusion of expanded
TRICARE coverage to several members
of the Guard and Reserve. While lim-
ited, the Committee’s inclusion of any
extended health care benefits to the re-
serve component is unprecedented. The
committee’s mark is an important step
in the right direction, but the benefits
included in the committee’s mark sim-
ply aren’t enough. They don’t go far
enough to reach the folks we need to;
the current provisions don’t provide
the kind of coverage that we owe these
individuals and their families. They
also don’t recognize the continued sac-
rifice of the employers of our Reserv-
ists and Guardsmen.

That is why I join my colleagues—
Senator LINDSAY GRAHAM, Senator
DASCHLE, and Senator LEAHY—in sup-
port of this important amendment. Un-
fortunately, benefits for our Guard and
Reserve simply have not kept pace
with the increasing role these folks are
expected to play. With the increasing
demands we are placing on these indi-
viduals, it is the right thing to do. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues throughout the coming months
to make these important initiatives a
permanent reality.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this
time I would like to lay this amend-
ment aside and proceed with another
matter, with the understanding that
prior to the vote, assuming we do es-
tablish the vote to be at 3:30, there
may be some desire by the proponents
as well as the opponents to speak for a
few minutes.

We will proceed at this time.

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield,
is there any reason we cannot lock in a
vote at 3:30 today?

Mr. WARNER. I now ask unanimous
consent that following the granting of
this consent, the pending amendment
be temporarily set aside in order for
the chairman to offer an amendment
regarding a $25 billion contingent fund.
I further ask consent the vote in rela-
tion to the pending TRICARE amend-
ment occur at 3:45 today, with the 15
minutes prior to that vote equally di-
vided in the usual form, with no sec-
ond-degree amendment in order prior
to the vote. I further ask consent fol-
lowing the vote, the Senate begin the
60-minute period during morning busi-
ness and provided for earlier. That will
address the recognition of the World
War II veterans who are currently
Members of the Senate.

I amend one thing, if I may, from my
reading, and that is at 20 minutes prior
to the vote, I understand there is an-
other speaker on my side who may
wish to speak.

Mr. REID. That would interrupt the
amendment you are going to lay down.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct.

Mr. REID. And go back to TRICARE,
20 minutes before the vote on
TRICARE?
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Mr. WARNER. Correct.

Mr. REID. Rather than 15 minutes,
we have 20 minutes equally controlled
between the 2 managers.

Mr. WARNER. Correct.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object, to clarify, is it 20 minutes on
top of the 15 minutes?

Mr. WARNER. No, extending 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

I ask unanimous consent the pending
amendment be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3260

Mr. WARNER. I now send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself and Mr. STEVENS, proposes an
amendment numbered 3260.

Mr. WARNER. I think that should
say Senator WARNER, for himself, Mr.
LEVIN, and Mr. STEVENS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To authorize appropriations for a
contingent emergency reserve fund for op-
erations in Iraq and Afghanistan)

On page 239, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:

SEC. 1006. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR A CONTINGENT EMERGENCY
RESERVE FUND FOR OPERATIONS IN
TRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—In addition to any other
amounts authorized to be appropriated by
this Act, there is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for the Department of Defense for
fiscal year 2005, subject to subsections (b)
and (c), $25,000,000,000, to be available only
for activities in support of operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan.

(b) SPECIFIC AMOUNTS.—Of the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated under subsection
(a), funds are authorized to be appropriated
in amounts for purposes as follows:

(1) For the Army for operation and mainte-
nance, $14,000,000,000.

(2) For the Navy for operation and mainte-
nance, $1,000,000,000.

(3) For the Marine Corps for operation and
maintenance, $2,000,000,000.

(4) For the Air Force for operation and
maintenance, $1,000,000,000.

(6) For operation and maintenance, De-
fense-wide activities, $2,000,000,000.

(6) For military personnel, $2,000,000,000.

(7) An additional amount of $3,000,000,000 to
be available for transfer to—

(A) operation and maintenance accounts;

(B) military personnel accounts;

(C) research, development, test, and eval-
uation accounts;

(D) procurement accounts;

(E) classified programs, and

(F') Coast Guard operating expenses.
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(c) AUTHORIZATION CONTINGENT ON BUDGET
REQUEST.—The authorization of appropria-
tions in subsection (a) shall be effective only
to the extent that a budget request for all or
part of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under such subsection for the pur-
poses set forth in such subsection is trans-
mitted by the President to Congress after
the date of the enactment of this Act and in-
cludes a designation of the requested amount
as an emergency and essential to support ac-
tivities in Iraq and Afghanistan.

(1) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—(1) Of the
amount authorized to be appropriated under
subsection (b)(7) for transfer, no transfer
may be made until the Secretary of Defense
consults with the Chairmen and Ranking
Members of the congressional defense com-
mittees and then notifies such committees in
writing not later than five days before the
transfer is made.

(2) The transfer authority provided under
this section is in addition to any other trans-
fer authority available to the Department of
Defense.

(e) MONTHLY REPORT.—The Secretary of
Defense shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees each month a report on the
use of funds authorized to be appropriated
under this section. The report for a month
shall include in a separate display for each of
Iraq and Aghanistan, the activity for which
the funds were used, the purpose for which
the funds were used, the source of the funds
used to carry out that activity, and the ac-
count to which those expenditures were
charged.

Mr. WARNER. Quickly, our col-
leagues are pretty well familiar with
this, but I will take a short few mo-
ments to address it.

When the administration presented
its budget request for fiscal year 2005 in
February, the request did not include
funding for costs associated with the
ongoing global war on terrorism. This
is in keeping with longstanding tradi-
tion of funding ongoing military oper-
ations through supplemental appro-
priations. At that time, the adminis-
tration stated that it expected to re-
quest a supplemental to cover these
costs, after the start of calendar year
2005. Prior to the passage of a supple-
mental, the administration planned to
cover the cost of the war with funds
from other military accounts—a proc-
ess commonly called ‘‘cash flowing.”
Administration officials stated in Feb-
ruary and March that ‘‘cash flowing”’
ongoing military operations presented
acceptable and manageable risk.

On May 5, President Bush announced
his intention to request a $25 billion
contingent reserve fund for fiscal year
2005 for United States military oper-
ations in Iraqg and Afghanistan. The
President stated that, ‘“While we do
not know the precise costs for oper-
ations next year, recent developments
on the ground and increased demands
on our troops indicate the need to plan
for contingencies. We must make sure
there is no disruption in funding and
resources for our troops.” In my judg-
ment, this is a prudent course of ac-
tion, and it has my strongest support.

It is important to note that, even
with this reserve fund, the administra-
tion will still request a full fiscal year
2005 supplemental after the first of the
year, when it can better estimate the
costs of the ongoing war on terror.
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When the President made his an-
nouncement 3 weeks ago, the com-
mittee was in the process of marking
up the fiscal year 2005 national defense
authorization bill. At the request of
Senator BYRD, the committee deferred
action on this request for additional
funding until we could hold a hearing
to receive more information on this re-
quest.

On Thursday, May 13, the committee
held a hearing on the administration’s
amended budget request. Committee
staff then met with administration and
Defense Department officials to ad-
dress concerns raised by committee
members during that hearing. After
careful study of the administration’s
request and consultation on both sides
of the aisle, the committee supports in-
clusion of a $25 billion reserve, with
some additional restrictions and re-
porting requirements.

As proposed by the administration,
this contingency reserve fund would es-
sentially have been a $25 billion trans-
fer account. Many members expressed
concern over this in our hearing. As
drafted, the amendment requires that
$22 billion of the fund be spent on spe-
cific accounts. Only $3 billion would be
in the form of a transfer account which
could be spent only after prior con-
sultation and notification.

Increased demands on our troops,
particularly in Iraq, have led to con-
cerns that additional funding may be
needed prior to the start of calendar
year 2005, thus the need for contin-
gency funding. As proposed, the contin-
gent emergency reserve fund would act
as a ‘‘bridge’” between the fiscal year
2005 budget request and the fiscal year
2005 supplemental expected in February
2005.

Without a contingent reserve fund, to
mitigate the risks, the department
may be forced to ‘‘cash flow’ ongoing
operations with other funding sources
until supplemental funds are appro-
priated, which could be well into the
second quarter of fiscal year 2005. On-
going procurement programs, mod-
ernization efforts, and even training
could be adversely affected from hav-
ing to pay up front for ongoing mili-
tary operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan.

I agree with the President that our
first commitment must be to Amer-
ica’s security and that our troops
‘““have the resources they need, when
they need them.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, let
me commend my good friend, the
chairman of our committee, for this
amendment. This amendment is very
much needed, first of all. We know we
are going to need these funds for the
operations we are planning in the next
fiscal year.

The budget that was submitted to us
in January did not have the extra fund-
ing which we knew would be required
because of our operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Many Members pointed
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that out. Indeed, I wrote a letter to the
Budget Committee on February 24th
pointing out the budget request for De-
fense represented a reasonable esti-
mate of the cost for supporting the
normal operations of the activities, but
that the request does not include any
request to support the incremental
costs of our military forces for con-
tinuing operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan.

At that point, the administration in-
dicated it would not seek any addi-
tional funds, supplementally, to pay
for these incremental costs this cal-
endar year. It was their intention at
that time to wait until the next cal-
endar year to do that. I, and many oth-
ers here, thought that was not a re-
sponsible way to budget. There was a
political tone to it because it delayed
paying the piper for the costs of this
war until after the election, and there
was no point in being that disingen-
uous about what we all know is going
to be required.

I very much support—and I think
every Member of this body supports—
paying for the needs of our troops, re-
gardless of what one’s position is as to
how we got to Iraq, how we are doing in
Iraq, whether we ought to be doing
things differently in Iraq. Regardless of
the difference of position of Members
of this body on those subjects, when it
comes to the support of the operations
of our forces and their pay and benefits
and needs, I think there is over-
whelming if not total unanimous sup-
port for funding those troops.

The recent approval by the Depart-
ment of Defense of increased force lev-
els in Iraq has made this need even
more urgent. Even before the Depart-
ment approved the additional 30,000
troops, approximately, for Iraq, there
was an acknowledgement by the uni-
formed military leaders that the addi-
tional costs of ongoing operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan are approxi-
mately $4 billion to $5 billion per
month. So there was no reason, in
terms of sound budgeting, for us to
hide that fact from the American peo-
ple.

Just to give one example of that, a
recent headline, which perhaps says
the whole thing, from the May 5 Wash-
ington Post read: ‘138,000 Troops to
Stay in Iraq Through 2005.”” Well, that
kind of says it all. We need this supple-
mental because we know there is going
to be that many troops—more than
planned at the time this budget was
submitted to us—staying in Iraq
through 2005.

The fact that we do not know the
exact, precise amount for the oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan is not
an excuse to do nothing. Of course we
do not know precisely the cost, but we
know approximately the cost from our
experience there. We have estimates of
these costs from our uniformed and ci-
vilian leadership now that the civilian
leadership is committed to this course
of action.

One thing we do know for certain: We
know, for certain, the amount in the
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President’s budget—which was zero—is
the wrong number. We don’t know
whether the right number is going to
be $4.8 billion or $4.9 billion per month,
but we know the approximate number,
and we know what is $4 billion to $5
billion short per month, which is what
the President’s budget was.

Both the House and the Senate, in
their budget resolutions, advanced the
ball on this issue. The Senate made $30
billion available on a contingent basis
if the President requested the addi-
tional funds, as he now has. That was
intended to be approximately half the
year so we would not have to use funds
forward from accounts early in the
year, leaving those accounts short
later in the year.

It was my belief that if we added just
6 months of what we knew would be the
supplemental amount needed, that
would be enough for us to then, early
next year, adopt a supplemental appro-
priations bill for the balance. The
amendment that Senator WARNER and 1
and Senator STEVENS are now offering
authorizes the level requested by the
President, which is $25 billion, which is
within the Senate-passed level of $30
billion.

Again, we know this money is not
going to be enough to cover all of fiscal
year 2005, but it will cover at least, we
expect, October 1—the beginning of the
fiscal year—through January 31. Since
Congress is scheduled to be out of ses-
sion during that entire period, we
would not be in a good position to act
then. We are in a position to act now,
and we should do so.

The budget request from the Presi-
dent was really a blank check. We have
amended it, changed it, modified it in
many ways. First of all, it is more de-
tailed. We assign money from two var-
ious accounts, such as operation and
maintenance, such as personnel.

The amendment we are offering also
does not allow the administration to
move money around as it wanted to
with total flexibility. We have put lim-
its on their ability to move money
within that account, as we should in
terms of carrying out our responsi-
bility as the appropriating and author-
izing body.

This amendment is more structured,
more stringent and, I believe, more re-
sponsible from a legislative point of
view than was the proposal that was
given to us by the administration. We
allocate the $25 billion: $14 billion, for
instance, for operation and mainte-
nance armor, which is the biggest
chunk of money needed. And everybody
acknowledged that was the biggest
chunk. But the administration pro-
posal provided that after we listed all
these allocations between Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, Air Force, and so forth,
that—and this is what their proposal
read:

In addition to the transfers authorized in
the previous proviso, after consultation with
the director of Office of Management and
Budget, the Secretary of Defense may trans-
fer the funds provided herein to any appro-
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priation or fund of the Department of De-
fense or classified program.

So after looking as though it was al-
locating the $25 billion to various ac-
counts, the language which was sub-
mitted to us, which we are now delet-
ing, would have in effect given the ad-
ministration and the Department of
Defense a blank check because it said,
in addition to the numbers enumer-
ated, they can, after consulting with
themselves—that is, the Department of
Defense consulting with the OMB Di-
rector—move the funds provided to any
appropriation or fund of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Again, that was the definition of the
blank check. We have eliminated that
language from the proposal that was
submitted to us by the administration.
It was the responsible thing to do.

Our amendment basically reflected
the same numbers that the administra-
tion proposed. For instance, the
Army’s operating funds, which were
the primary reason that we need these
funds this year, are now guaranteed, if
we can, of course, get this passed in the
Senate, get it passed in the House,
signed by the President. This will be
guaranteed to the Army for their oper-
ating cost this year. That will avoid
some of the real problems which we
would have had otherwise in spending
next year’s money this year, borrowing
huge amounts of money, disrupting
normal activities in the Army and the
other services in order to cash-flow ex-
penditures.

If we did not provide more funding
when needed, there would have been a
very real chance that the Army, pos-
sibly the Marine Corps Special Oper-
ations Command, could be out of funds
by the time the Congress would be
ready to act next February.

So this is the right thing to do, to act
now for our men and women in Iraq
and Afghanistan who need and deserve
the support, for those serving in the
United States and in other locations
around the world from whose budgets
funds would have been borrowed to pro-
vide the support if we do not act.

Finally, the Secretary of Defense is
now authorized the additional 30,000
extra Army personnel. What this budg-
et does is to recognize that fact. It was
appropriate that the administration
acknowledged that those troops were
going to remain in Iraq. That is a fact
of life. And that being a given—that is
the reality—it seems to me we are now
carrying out our responsibility to our
troops by reflecting that reality with
the funds that we are hereby author-
izing this year and not simply delaying
until next year when a number of unde-
sirable effects could have been felt and
surely should be avoided. Our troops
deserve a lot better than our stealing
from next year’s funds to pay their
costs this year, when we should be
budgeting this year for this year’s cost.
That is precisely what we are doing
now.

I thank particularly our uniformed
leadership. General Abizaid appeared in
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front of us. He was very direct when we
asked him what the additional funding
needs were. He indicated that, after ac-
counting for the extra approximately
20,000 troops then, he expected the
monthly rate of spending to be even
higher than it had been up until then.

And it is because we were able to get
such testimony from our uniform lead-
ership that I think that spurred us on
and encouraged us to insist that we be
responsible in the authorizing bill this
year rather than simply saying, well,
we will steal from next year’s funds
and take up a supplemental next year.
We are going to need the money. This
isn’t the final answer. It is the first in-
stallment. Again, I emphasize this is
just the first 5 or 6 months. There is
going to have to be a supplemental
next year. But we will be able to pass
that when we come back in the begin-
ning of next year and not force our
services to steal from future funding in
order to pay for the needs that are
going to exist at the end of this year.

So it is a foreseeable problem. We are
acting now to avoid it. It is the respon-
sible way for this body to act. I com-
mend Senator WARNER, again, for his
leadership on this amendment, Senator
STEVENS, and the willingness to put
this together on a bipartisan basis.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter I wrote to Senators NICKLES and
CONRAD be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEAR DON AND KENT: In accordance with
your request, I am forwarding my rec-
ommendations for the fiscal year 2005 budget
resolution.

I believe that the President’s defense budg-
et request for $420.7 billion represents a rea-
sonable estimate of the cost of supporting
the normal operations of the activities with-
in the national defense budget function for
fiscal year 2005. However, this request does
not include any request to support the incre-
mental costs that our military forces will
incur in continuing operations in Iraq or Af-
ghanistan. Administration officials have fur-
ther indicated that they do not intend to
seek any funds for a supplemental to pay for
these incremental costs this calendar year.

There are a number of potential military
personnel benefits issues that we will need to
address in the authorization and appropria-
tions process to accommodate a number of
concerns. I believe, however, that having a
budget resolution total the same as that re-
quested by the President should provide suf-
ficient funding to address these issues.

What it will not permit us to do is address
the costs of the ongoing war in a responsible
manner. We should provide for those costs
that we can reasonably predict our forces
will incur. We should not force our armed
forces to rob from existing requirements to
pay for these operations on a ‘‘cash flow”
basis.

Our nation’s armed forces have been heav-
ily stressed again this year in supporting the
war on terrorism and supporting operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan. To that end, Con-
gress provided an extra $65 billion to support
these operations during the current fiscal
year. There are concerns about whether
these funds will even be sufficient to cover
all of the incremental costs of the war until
the end of fiscal year 2004. We should not be
counting on excess carry-over funding from
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this previous supplemental to provide suffi-
cient funding to address these problems in
fiscal year 2005 until a mid-year supple-
mental can be enacted.

At hearings before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee earlier this month, three of
the chiefs of staff of the Armed Services ex-
pressed concern about waiting until after the
end of calendar year 2004 to submit a supple-
mental budget request. I believe that we
should listen to those concerns. We should
not wait until some time during fiscal year
2005 to submit a supplemental budget request
as the Administration did last year. Cir-
cumstances are different this year. Last
year, the war had not begun. Now, having
U.S. troops on the ground is a fact and recog-
nizing this reality and paying for it is the re-
sponsible thing to do.

While it is certainly true that no one can
predict with precision what these fiscal year
2005 costs will be, we could certainly provide
funds to cover likely requirements for some
period of the year. This would allow the Ad-
ministration an opportunity to submit a sup-
plemental request to cover the balance of
these costs and for Congress to review and
act on.

I suggest increasing the budget authority
in the national defense function by $30 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2005, specifically to cover
up to six months of the incremental costs, at
the current pace of operations, of the ongo-
ing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. It is
the responsible thing to do for our troops and
for budget accuracy.

Sincerely,
CARL LEVIN,
Ranking Member.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
come to the Senate floor to support the
amendment offered by my good friend,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, Senator WARNER from Vir-
ginia.

This amendment will authorize ap-
propriations for a $25 billion contin-
gent emergency reserve fund. It is an
amendment I am proud to support. It is
not often, I might add, that the chair-
man of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee comes to the floor of
the Senate to support an amendment
from the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, but maybe we will set
a new trend this year and I will wel-
come his support when we get to the
floor.

But, in any event, this amendment is
in direct support of our ongoing mili-
tary operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, and it is limited to that. It should
be adopted. It covers emergency con-
cepts in Afghanistan and Iraq.

It is important that the Congress act
on the President’s request for this re-
serve fund. It will ensure that our men
and women in uniform continue to
have the resources they need. We have
worked very hard to make certain that
was the case in the past. This serves as
a clear, unambiguous signal that while
our troops are deployed and in harm’s
way, they will have the unequivocal
and unwavering support of the Con-
gress.

I believe it is important to support
the President’s request. It is a different
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type of concept. I want to be sure Mem-
bers understand. It is not a blank
check. It is one that is well defined, in
a request that came to the Armed
Services Committee and to the Appro-
priations Committee. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee held a hearing on this
issue with both civilian and military
witnesses from the Department of De-
fense and the Deputy Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, and
the chairman is commended for hold-
ing that hearing. The bill now before us
is the result of the Armed Services
Committee’s consideration.

This morning, the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee also held a hear-
ing to fully consider the President’s re-
quest for this contingency emergency
reserve fund. I was pleased to point out
to our committee that this is a con-
tinuation of what we call the IFF that
we created before both in 2003 and 2004.

This amendment is for the 2005 ap-
propriations. We intend to include
some form of a reserve fund as part of
our fiscal year 2005 Defense appropria-
tions bill. Although this has come as a
supplemental request, we will add it to
the 2005 appropriations bill, and our
subcommittee has agreed to that, in ef-
fect, this morning.

The exact form of the reserve fund is
being reviewed by our Appropriations
Subcommittee on Defense, but I assure
the Senate that our Appropriations
subcommittee will provide our armed
services the funds they need, as re-
quested by the President. Second, we
will provide adequate and reasonable
financial flexibility. Third, we will pro-
vide for full and fair congressional
oversight.

We have developed, I believe, bipar-
tisan support for this request of the
President’s this morning in our hearing
before the Appropriations Committee.
Certainly, the developments on the
ground in Iraq make it plain that there
is an absolute need to plan for contin-
gencies. Our military commanders
have prudent operational plans, but
they must be prepared to respond to
the dynamic events that are going for-
ward now in Iraq. We can expect noth-
ing less of our military leadership, and
the Congress must give them the tools
they need. This reserve fund will do
that. It is a fund that is available for
emergencies. They have funds available
for the predictable needs of the mili-
tary. These funds are for the unpredict-
able needs of the military over the pe-
riod beginning in 2005.

The troops that are there are doing
hard work. They must not find that fis-
cal issues might impede their doing the
job they have to do in Iraq at this
time. They should not be constrained
in any way by the availability of
money. The last thing I—and I believe
all Senators—would want would be for
an operational commander to be con-
cerned about whether there is enough
money to do the job he has to do in an
emergency.

This is an emergency fund. It does
not mean they can add to the money
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they have automatically through reg-
ular appropriations without finding
first—and the President must find—
that there is an emergency for this
money to be released. But it will be
there. It will be a means where the
President, on request, can notify the
Congress with 5 days’ notice that he in-
tends to put some of this money to
work.

I pointed out to our committee this
morning, there have been 33 times that
IFS funds have been released by the
Department of Defense before on re-
quest of the President. Now we must
provide this same kind of contingency
emergency reserve fund because the al-
ternatives available are too risky. The
alternative would be we would have to
meet and pass a separate bill, another
supplemental. We want the reserve
fund to be there for emergencies that
could occur. I point out to the Senate,
it may be that we would be out of ses-
sion during that period. I hope we are
out of session after the election. I have
to stop and say that. I do think the
concepts of the past, whereby the
President has used the food and forage
concept to dip into funds that were
available for training for the next year
or dip into funds for procurement, the
President has that power. He can go to
any fund that is available to meet an
emergency.

This is to foresee that, to foresee the
interruption of plan development, plan
utilization of our forces, training of
forces in order to get moneys for an
emergency.

That practice should be avoided. I
don’t say it is wrong, but to borrow
money from the third and fourth quar-
ters to pay for urgent bills of the first
and second quarters is not the way to
do business. We set up a fund and say,
if there is an emergency, tell us what
you are going to use the money for and
use it, unless we say no.

I applaud the decision of the Presi-
dent to ask for these resources now. I
am one who went to the President and
the administration and asked them not
to send a supplemental for 2005 because
I believe we should not have that until
the first quarter of the next year. We
thought we had enough money to go
through this calendar year, but be-
cause of the turn of events in Iraq, that
is not the case. The President decided
the option of waiting was too risky,
and he has asked us to provide this
fund as a reserve fund. The President
made the right choice. It was not an
easy decision.

The people who have reviewed this so
far in both committees, Armed Serv-
ices and Appropriations, have agreed
that the armed services need this flexi-
bility to have funds available in an
emergency and for use only in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. It is a good concept. I
applaud the Senator from Virginia in
offering the amendment, and I urge the
Senate to adopt his amendment.

I yield the floor.



S6320

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee and his col-
leagues for supporting this issue. As he
most eloquently stated, the purpose is
clear. It is to avoid the repetition of
the past where we have gone into the
forage fund to meet contingencies. We
know they exist today. It is best we
face up to it and put it on record.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, while the
Senator from Alaska is in the Cham-
ber, I thank the Senator for his work
on the Appropriations Committee rel-
ative to this subject. As I indicated, I
think the testimony before his com-
mittee indicated—I believe this morn-
ing—that we know it is about $4.7 bil-
lion or $4.8 billion at the current level
of spending that we will need above
what was in the budgeted amount. This
provides that additional funding. It is
the responsible thing to do. It has
strong support on this side of the aisle
as well as his. That is the way it should
be when we have men and women in
harm’s way.

AMENDMENT NO. 3258

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. At this
time, I suggest that we go off of the
Warner amendment, which I ask be laid
aside, and return to the pending
amendment by the Senator from South
Carolina, at which time I think a num-
ber of colleagues are anxious to address
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by my friend Senator GRAHAM of South
Carolina, the so-called TRICARE
amendment offered by himself and Sen-
ator DASCHLE. I have great respect for
both Senator GRAHAM and Senator
DASCHLE. I just oppose their amend-
ment.

The amendment is very expensive.
Their amendment costs billions and
billions of dollars. Their amendment,
in my opinion, is a serious mistake. I
can see where people would say: I want
to vote for it. I want to show my sup-
port for the National Guard.

I also want to show my support for
the National Guard, but we do show
our support for the National Guard in
this bill. We take care of their health
care. If they go on active duty, we take
care of their health care. That is a
Government expense. They don’t have
copays. We take care of them.

In fact, when they sign up and go
into active duty, we take care of them.
But this is when they are on inactive
status, when they basically show up for
2 days a month.

I used to be in the Guard. I also used
to be in the private sector. I was in the
private sector during the month, for 28
or 29 days of the month, and then in
the National Guard for 2 days of the
month. I think the primary responsi-
bility for health care should be on the
employer for the 28 or 29 days of the
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month, not on the Government because
somebody served for 2 days in a month.

Incidentally, if you are on Guard
duty and you are injured, they are
going to take care of you. If you are
climbing hills, or practicing at a gun-
firing range, and you are injured, you
will be taken care of. If you are on 2-
week duty during the summer and you
have an injury, they are going to take
care of that. Those expenses are cov-
ered.

So, basically, do we want to take
care of an individual who happens to be
in the Guard or Reserve and pay for
their health care throughout the year
for thousands of dollars?

TRICARE costs $7,000 or $8,000 for a
family. Should that be the Federal
Government’s responsibility if an indi-
vidual is serving only 2 days a month?
Under the pending amendment, it
would be the Federal Government’s re-
sponsibility.

Eighty-some percent of Guard and
Reserve members have health care. So
this would be a great motivation for
people who may be in the private sec-
tor to say: Since you are in the Guard
or Reserve, we don’t have to pay for
you. Thank you very much, the Gov-
ernment will pay for yours—even
though you work for this company or
this organization for 28 days a month
and you work for the Government 2
days a month. Why should the Federal
Government pick up 100 percent of that
cost?

Then when you have the transfer
from the private sector health care
coverage to the public, wow, it gets ex-
pensive. The cost was already men-
tioned. I think CBO estimated it at al-
most—I have one cost at $696 million
for 2005, and $5.7 billion for 5 years, and
$14.2 billion over 10 years. So it adds to
the bill. It either adds to the deficit or
it crowds out other defense spending.
That other defense spending might be
replacement munitions or body armor
or new technology for night vision—
who knows. It is saying we want to
take care of these individuals’ health
care even when they are in inactive
status. That is a mistake.

Senator WARNER’s bill takes care of
them when they are activated. They
are given physicals. We pay 100 percent
of it. We take care of our Active-Duty
men and women. If they are activated,
we should take care of them. I believe
Senator WARNER’s bill takes care of
them for several months after Active-
Duty status.

To say we want a new Federal enti-
tlement saying if you sign up for the
Guard or Reserve, we are going to pay
up to 72 percent of an individual and
their family’s health care cost, at a
cost estimated to be $7,700 in benefits
under the TRICARE program, with in-
dividuals paying 28 percent, this gets
real expensive. It spends billions and
billions of dollars. It would be transfer-
ring money. This money has to be ap-
propriated. Defense is only going to get
so much money. I am afraid we will be
crowding out some of the money need-
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ed to protect our men and women in
the field. We protect our men and
women in the field who are on active
duty. We give them the best quality
health care we can. They don’t have to
pay anything.

I don’t believe the Federal Govern-
ment should pay for an individual and/
or their families’ health care cost for a
month because they do 2 days a month
of Guard duty.

I think it is a serious mistake, espe-
cially when the private sector already
provides it for over 80 percent of those
individuals. You may be able to score
political points, but this is not money
well spent. We should use our money to
maximize our defense capabilities. This
will spend a lot of money, saying let’s
have the Federal Government pay for
the health care cost of Guard and Re-
serves, instead of having the private
sector pay for it, even though they
work for the private sector 90 percent
of the time during that month. I don’t
think we can afford it.

I urge my colleagues to vote in oppo-
sition to the so-called TRICARE
amendment at 3:45.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
to our distinguished colleague from
Alabama such time as he may require,
to be followed by our distinguished col-
league from Oklahoma, with the under-
standing that the vote will commence,
as described under the standing order,
at 3:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator controls 5% minutes in opposition.
The Senator from Alabama is recog-
nized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
seek additional time for my colleagues
if that becomes necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I join
with the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Senator WARNER, in
his concern over this TRICARE amend-
ment for our Guard and Reserve. I had
10 years in the Army Reserve. My chief
of staff is a retired lieutenant colonel.
We have discussed these issues a lot—
what we can do to help our Guard and
Reserve. But a $14 billion expenditure
over 10 years for this one project is not
the best way to spend $14 billion to
help the Guard and Reserve.

I have met with top generals in com-
mand of our Guard and Reserve. As a
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and as a person who cares
about improving the quality of life of
our superb Guard and Reserve mem-
bers, I care about it deeply. I want to
make their lives better. I want to make
serving through retirement and beyond
minimum retirement time attractive
for them. I want their lives to be happy
and as fulfilling as possible. We need to
reward them financially in every way
we possibly can.

To take $14 billion and in effect have
it spent for a lot of people who already



June 2, 2004

have good health care insurance is not
a smart way to do it. It is not the right
way.

I have asked the leadership of the
Guard and Reserve and the Department
of Defense to help us develop a package
of bills that will be beneficial to a
broad-based number of our Guard and
Reserve. They do terrific work.

When I was in the 1184th in Mobile,
our drills and work got tougher and
tougher every single year. More was
demanded. That is why they are so ex-
cellent in performance today.

I really believe in what they do. The
skill level is higher than it has ever
been. The training is better than it has
ever been. They are better equipped
than they have ever been. They are
performing better in difficult situa-
tions than we have ever seen before,
and I am proud of them, but this is not
the best way to go about this.

I know there is a concern about this
issue. I believe we can address it. I be-
lieve the chairman has come up with a
way we can address this issue. That is
what we need to do.

Let’s listen to that. Let’s not commit
the funds for this one particular prob-
lem for 20 percent of the Guard and Re-
serve, those who do not have insurance
today, and drain this large sum of
money we could use in another fashion.

I thank the chairman for his leader-
ship, and I give my support for the $25
billion supplemental. I believe it is the
right thing to do. It will allow our De-
fense Department to proceed. It will
make sure our equipment that has been
damaged in the course of this is re-
paired and maintained.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague
from Alabama, as well as the senior
Senator from Oklahoma, and now I am
privileged to have the wisdom of the
junior Senator from Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I appreciate the time.

I think one thing the last three
speakers, including myself, have in
common is no one has been more high-
ly supportive of the Guard and the Re-
serve than Senator NICKLES, Senator
SESSIONS, and myself. In fact, I daresay
I probably have spent more time talk-
ing about the dilemma of the Reserve
component in all of the deployments as
we continue this, and the reason we are
having to do it is because we are, of
course, at war.

During the 1990s, we saw what hap-
pened to the military. It went down
and consequently we had an end-
strength problem. We are now talking
about maybe 30,000 more troops and we
are going to have to do something to
help the Reserve component. Most of
these people are gainfully employed.
They have occupations. We cannot ex-
pect them to continuously be deployed
while at the same time the employer is
letting them go. That is the whole idea
of a Reserve component.

So although I oppose this amend-
ment, I have to qualify it by saying

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

how much I have always supported the
Guard and the Reserve. I think all
members of the Guard and Reserve,
certainly in my State of Oklahoma, are
aware of that.

I just returned from Afghanistan
where the 456th is stationed. They are
doing a great job training the ANA to
fight their own battles. They are doing
a tremendous job. The problem is this
does not have to happen in a vacuum.
If it happened in a vacuum and we were
able to give them full-time TRICARE, I
would vote to do it in spite of the fact
there would be, as my senior Senator
from Oklahoma stated, many people
who would go ahead and drop their cov-
erage, saying the Government already
supplies it, and that would be a prob-
lem.

They talk about the costs being $11
billion, $12 billion, and as high as $18
billion. That is because we have yet to
have any kind of a study to see how
many people are out there who already
have coverage or how many people are
out there who actually would want to
even have this coverage.

Our chairman and our committee did
a great job—it has not been said on the
floor enough—because in this area of
TRICARE, 90 days prior to deployment
they have coverage. For 6 months after
coming back, they have coverage. So it
is not something we have not already
looked at and decided to be very fair. I
think we have a good compromise that
is in the mark that is up for consider-
ation on the floor today.

I say to my good friend from South
Carolina, he has another amendment
that frankly I am very much for. It is
one having to do with the movement of
nuclear waste. I think he is dead right
on it. That was a good policy until the
National Resource Defense Council
came in and filed a lawsuit against the
DOE. Before then, everything was
going fine. This would rectify that
problem. This amendment is being of-
fered by Senator GRAHAM of South
Carolina. I am a strong supporter of
that particular amendment, but on this
amendment one cannot assume this is
going to happen and it is going to come
out of nowhere.

We have to come up with $11 billion,
$12 billion, $14 billion, or $18 billion
somewhere. It has to come out of De-
fense. This is the problem we have. I
served as the chairman of the Readi-
ness Subcommittee all during the
1990s, and I saw what was happening to
our military, knowing one day this day
would come and we would have to
make some decisions regarding end
strength, modernization, and all of the
other programs that are bleeding
today.

Now if the Senator from South Caro-
lina wants that money to come out of
the MOX, mixed oxide, fuel facility in
South Carolina, $368 million is author-
ized in this bill, maybe he feels strong-
ly enough about it he would like to do
that, or the waste incidental to reproc-
essing the WIR program, $350 million.
These programs I am sure are worth-
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while, but the money has to come from
somewhere.

My fear is it will come out of the
modernization account, and right now I
think we all know some of our poten-
tial enemies and adversaries out in the
field are better equipped than we are.
We have to correct this thing. So the
money has to come out of somewhere.
It is going to have to come out of some
of the Defense accounts.

I feel sorry for our chairman, Senator
WARNER, who is going to have to lead
us in making some decisions on where
to make cuts if this amendment passes.
It is very serious.

Again, there is no stronger supporter
of the Guard and Reserve than I am,
but this is something that is more
money spent and not directed properly
and it has to come out of some place
where we have a very serious problem.
There is nothing free in this bill. I do
not know of any Guard and Reserve
members from my State of Oklahoma
who have talked to me about this and
have offered places it should come out
of or even called me up to support it.

It is an amendment that is going to
have to be defeated. We need to save all
the money we can in order to keep our
current authorization program. There
is nothing we can cut, that I can think
of right now, that would be appro-
priate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask the
distinguished chairman if I might have
30 seconds.

Mr. WARNER. First, I thank my dis-
tinguished colleague from OKlahoma,
as well as those we have just spoken.
These are individuals who, like me,
have first and foremost in their hearts
the welfare of the men and women of
the Armed Forces in every possible
way, but we must also bear in mind the
fiscal realities with which we are con-
fronted, the equities between the bal-
ance of benefits to the Active Duty and
Reserve and the Guard and the need at
this time.

It is available should anyone want it,
but it has to be on a shared-cost basis
with the taxpayers of the United
States.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there are 7 minutes
remaining under the control of the pro-
ponents of the amendment. Who yields
time?

Mr. WARNER. I suggest the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont be
given such time as he may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
would like a couple of minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. LEAHY. I will be very brief so
the Senator from South Carolina can
speak.

Mr. President, I agree with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Armed
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Services Committee. As he knows, I
came from the funeral of a Guard mem-
ber in Vermont, and I might say to my
distinguished friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Virginia, the widow of this
Guard member was very touched by a
message the distinguished Senator
from Virginia had expressed to her via
me, and I appreciate that. It was his
typical generosity of spirit to do so. It
tells me in the war on terror, our
Guard and Reserves are a 21st century
fighting force, but they have a 20th
century health insurance, and this
partnership with Senator GRAHAM of
Florida, Senator DASCHLE, Senator
CLINTON, and others has been very
good. I hope it will help.

For the past 2 years, we have worked
to expand the availability of health in-
surance to members of the 800,000-per-
son National Guard and Reserve. It is
squarely and strongly in our national
interest, as well as in the interests of
our Guard and Reserve soldiers and
their families, to ensure that this force
is strong, that our citizen-soldiers are
healthy, and that these proud men and
women know that there is an extensive
benefit network to reward them for
their sacrifice.

Two years ago, a GAO study found
that almost 20 percent of the reserves,
more than 150,000 citizen-soldiers, do
not have access to adequate health in-
surance when they are on drilling sta-
tus. The bulk of the uninsured reside in
the lower ranks, and the study reported
that almost 40 percent of the enlisted
force in uninsured. In other words,
many of the men and women who are
prepared to leave their full-time jobs
and their families at a moment’s notice
have no assurance of having access to
basic health insurance.

Our Guard and the Reserves are
doing more for us than ever before,
both at home and abroad. In fairness to
them and their families, and in the in-
terest of military readiness, these
health care upgrades should be a high
priority.

Last year, I was pleased to be part of
a bipartisan coalition that worked and
succeeded in enacting a strong program
to allow members of the Guard and Re-
serve, who are unemployed or do not
have access to health insurance
through their employers, to be able to
buy into the military’s TRICARE pro-
gram on a cost-share basis. This pro-
gram guaranteed that every member of
the Guard and Reserve would have in-
surance access from some source,
whether from their employers or
through the military.

It was surprising and disappointing
to me that the administration opposed
this program last year, going so far as
to threaten a veto of the Defense bill.
I am even more disappointed that the
Department of Defense has still yet to
put the TRICARE buy-in program for
reservists in place. That sends a ter-
rible signal to the members of the
Guard and Reserve who comprise a sub-
stantial portion of our forces deployed
abroad and who stand ready to face

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

other national emergencies as they
arise. We need to get this program
going and to expand it even further,
and without needless delay.

This amendment will open up the
TRICARE cost-share program to every
member of the National Guard and Re-
serve, providing an affordable source of
insurance to every reservist. The
amendment also allows the families of
activated reservists to maintain their
civilian health insurance, which will
reduce some of the invariable turbu-
lence from deployments.

This amendment mirrors almost ex-
actly what passed out of the Senate 87
to 10 last year. Since then, the Guard
and Reserve have been tapped even
more heavily to carry out the military
occupations in Iraq and Afghanistan.

I urge the Senate to vote in favor of
this critical readiness initiative.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I won-
der if I might be allowed one-quarter
minute to reply to my colleague from
Vermont?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WARNER. My colleague very
kindly referred to our conversation
earlier today when he, as every Mem-
ber of this Chamber, has taken time to
attend funerals in their respective
States for those who lost their lives in
the conflicts now ongoing, principally
in Afghanistan and Iraq.

I mentioned to him a soldier’s grave
at the Battle of Normandy. It was a
British soldier, and he was killed in the
invasion. As custom in the British
military, the families may put a brief
inscription on the tombstones. On this
tombstone is the phrase:

To the world he was known but as one. To
his family he was known as the world.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the proponents of
the amendment have 4% minutes re-
maining. The Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Mr.
President, following those eloquent
words of the chairman, this is not
about who cares about our military; we
all do. This is about priorities and
what we are going to do when we say
we care.

The law of the country is such that,
if you are a part-time Federal em-
ployee working 16 hours, you are eligi-
ble for Federal Government health
care. If you are a part-time citizen sol-
dier training to defend your country,
answering calls for hurricanes and nat-
ural disasters in your State and pro-
viding homeland security, you get zero.
We need to fix that.

The committee bill puts a proposal
on the table that goes as follows: The
guardsmen and reservists pay some;
the employer pays the other 72 percent.
Your Government doesn’t contribute 1
penny to the health care needs of the
Guard and Reserve community. Mr.
President, 25 percent of the Guard and
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Reserve called to go on active duty
can’t go because of their lack of health
care. We need to invest in their health
care because they are keeping us free.

Medicare has a $400 billion prescrip-
tion drug benefit that has just been
passed. I voted no because I am worried
about the explosive cost to the future
and our grandchildren not being able to
afford it. I got outvoted. It is a pro-
gram that is in existence. You can sign
up for a discount card today. You
ought to look into it.

We gave $20 billion to the Iraqi peo-
ple who are sitting on $1 trillion worth
of oil and we are not asking for 1 penny
back in payment. We are going to build
schools, roads, highways; we are going
to spend $25 billion—more, probably,
before the day is over—supporting our
troops to support Iraq.

Our bill allows Guard and Reserve
families and Guard and Reserve mem-
bers to be part of the military health
care system year round. When they are
not called to active duty they have to
pay a premium of $1,800 a year for their
family, just like a part-time Federal
employee. People in Iraq are not pay-
ing anything back. It is a total gift.

Mr. President, $400 billion to provide
discounts for every senior in America—
$400 billion. This costs $1 billion a year
for 300,000 families. There are bills in
this Senate and this House where one
bridge costs more than the health care
program needs of 300,000 families.

I will take a backseat to no one
about trying to save taxpayer dollars. I
would argue, if the taxpayers could be
here today and if they could vote to
spend this $1 billion to make sure the
citizen soldier is treated as every other
part-time Federal employee, they
would say: Here is my wallet, take
what you need. This idea we can’t af-
ford it is bogus.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Ab-
solutely.

Mr. NICKLES. Is there any job in the
Federal Government where an indi-
vidual would work 2 days a month and
receive $7,000 or $5,000 worth of benefits
in health care?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. The
way the program works, you can be a
temporary employee working 16 hours,
work a year, then get health care, and
you pay a premium. If you work 16
hours a week, you can get full-time
health care benefits paying a premium.
What a Guard member does, he works 2
days a month, 2 weeks a year, and 40
percent of the people in Afghanistan
and Iraq come out of that pool. Now
they are getting killed. It is not an av-
erage, everyday part-time job. The peo-
ple who are left behind, the families,
take a pay cut. The average Guard and
Reserve member, when they get called
to active duty their pay goes down, but
they don’t complain. They go, I say
with all due respect.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield
for additional question?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. Yes.
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Mr. NICKLES. If somebody is acti-
vated and they go to Afghanistan or
Iraq, don’t they receive full health care
costs without paying the 28 percent?

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina.
They do, and when they come back
home because of what we did last year
they get health care for 6 months. But
after that 6 months, 25 percent of them
go back into the civilian world where
they have no health care, zero. That is
not right. That is not like every other
Federal employee who is part-time.
That is not right and we cannot afford
to let that continue to happen because
we are going to be needing these men
and women more than ever. Their fami-
lies are stressed. This is a chance to
spend a little bit of money on people
who are giving everything, including
their lives and their limbs.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the Daschle amend-
ment which would provide TRICARE
benefits for reservists and their family
members while in a non-active status,
and direct the DoD to pay private in-
surance premiums for reservists when
ordered to active duty. Under the
Graham/Daschle proposal, if enrolled in
TRICARE, Reserve members would pay
28 percent of the annual premium and
the Department of Defense would pay
the remaining 72 percent.

The benefit is cost prohibitive. CBO
recently estimated the benefit would
cost $700 million in fiscal year 2005, $5.7
billion over 5 years; and $14.2 billion
over 10 years.

The Department of Defense estimates
are much higher, at $1.9 billion in fiscal
year 2005 and $11.6 billion over 5
years.—About $2 billion a year.

In future years, this enhanced benefit
will carve out essential funding that
DoD needs to maintain readiness, meet
procurement needs, transform the
Armed Forces and continue the Global
War on Terrorism.

The Senate is already making signifi-
cant investment in our Guard and Re-
serve forces. In the fiscal year 2004 De-
fense Appropriation bill, we provided:
$15.1 billion for pay and allowances,
$14.3 billion in Operation and Mainte-
nance funding for training, education
and support, and about $2.5 billion for
National Guard and Reserve Equip-
ment—in total, an investment of about
$31.9 billion for the Guard and Reserve.

A substantial portion of this invest-
ment is within the active component
accounts for equipment and weapons
that go directly to our Guard and Re-
serve forces. These items include:
HUMMWYVs, LITENING Targeting Pods
for Aircraft, Construction Equipment,
Heavy Trucks, and Large Aircraft In-
frared Countermeasures to defeat
shoulder fired missiles—LAIRCM.

If the proposed amendment is adopt-
ed, there should be great concern that
this enhanced entitlement program
will come at the expense of other
Guard and Reserve requirements for
training and equipping the force.

The chairman’s bill already offers
several permanent provisions to en-
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hance the medical readiness and ensure
continuity of care for reserve members
and their families, including a provi-
sion that provides the opportunity for
Reserve members and their employers
to participate in TRICARE while the
member is in a non-active duty sta-
tus—a cost shared by the Reserve
member and his or her employer.

The chairman’s bill also provides for
a demonstration program to determine
the need for, and feasibility of pro-
viding TRICARE benefits to members
of the Ready Reserve who are eligible
for unemployment compensation or in-
eligible for employer-provided health
care coverage.

In a September 2003 report, GAO
found that DoD data does not identify
a need to offer TRICARE to reservists
and their families when members are
not on active duty. Many of the un-
known factors include: the effect on re-
cruiting and retention, the impact on
active duty personnel, the impact on
the TRICARE system and the military
treatment facilities, and the number of
reservists that might participate.

The proposed demonstration program
and enhanced benefits included in the
chairman’s bill will clearly enhance
the medical readiness and ensure con-
tinuity of care for reserve members and
their families.

The Department of Defense and Con-
gress should take the time to further
study the appropriate level of health
care benefits for our Guard and Re-
serve, and allow the enhanced benefits
included in the chairman’s bill to be
implemented and studied before we
commit to spending billions of dollars
on a new entitlement program.

The Department is in the process of
appointing an advisory committee on
military compensation to review these
types of issues. I believe it is prudent
to conduct these studies before Con-
gress acts on this legislation.

Due to the high cost of the proposal
and because of the enhanced benefits
already contained in the chairman’s
bill, I must urge my colleagues to op-
pose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all time for debate
has expired.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM of South Carolina. I
ask unanimous consent to add the fol-
lowing cosponsors: Senators ALLEN,
MURKOWSKI, LOTT, COLEMAN, DEWINE,

LEAHY, CLINTON, LINCOLN, CORZINE,
DORGAN, BINGAMAN, MURRAY, and
LANDRIEU.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the vote
will occur on the amendment of the
Senator from South Carolina for which
the yeas and nays have been ordered.
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The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. I announce that
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. CAMP-
BELL) and the Senator from New Mex-
ico (Mr. DOMENICI) are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS), the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS), and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORNYN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 25, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 105 Leg.]

YEAS—170

Akaka Dodd Lieberman
Alexander Dorgan Lincoln
Allen Durbin Lugar
Bayh Ensign McCain
Bennett Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Murkowski
Bingaman Fitzgerald Murray
Boxer Graham (FL)
Breaux Graham (SC) gg:gﬁ Eg;;
Byrd Gregg

Pryor
Cantwell Hagel
Carper Harkin Regd
Chafee Hatch Reid
Chambliss Hollings Rockefeller
Clinton Hutchison Sarbanes
Coleman Inouye Schumer
Collins Jeffords Shelby
Conrad Johnson Smith
Corzine Kennedy Specter
Craig Kohl Stabenow
Crapo Landrieu Talent
Daschle Lautenberg Voinovich
Dayton Leahy Wyden
DeWine Levin

NAYS—25
Allard Frist Santorum
Bond Grassley Sessions
Brownback Inhofe Snowe
Bunning Kyl Stevens
Burns Lott Sununu
Cochran McConnell Thomas
Cornyn Miller Warner
Dole Nickles
Enzi Roberts
NOT VOTING—5

Baucus Domenici Kerry
Campbell Edwards

The amendment (No. 3258) was agreed
to.

Mr. WARNER. I move to reconsider
the vote and I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote in re-
lation to the pending Warner-Levin-
Stevens amendment occur at 6:30 to-
night, with no second degrees in order
to the amendment prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, would
the Chair advise the Senate with re-
gard to the standing order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 1 hour of debate evenly di-
vided in morning business.
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The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The majority leader is recognized.

DEDICATION OF THE WORLD WAR
II VETERANS MEMORIAL

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 369, which was sub-
mitted earlier today by myself and
Senator DASCHLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the resolution by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 369) expressing the
sense of the Senate in honoring the service
of the men and women who served in the
Armed Forces of the United States during
World War II.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the matter be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 369

Whereas during the dark days of World
War II, the United States, the world, and the
very future of freedom were threatened by
nazism, fascism, and tyranny;

Whereas a generation of Americans stepped
forward to confront this scourge, accepting
the call to duty to fight the Axis Powers, to
defend freedom, and to put their lives on the
line so that future generations could live in
peace and freedom;

Whereas during World War II, the brave
men and women of the Armed Forces of the
United States fought alongside allies from
more than 30 other nations to vanquish the
tyranny and oppression of the Axis Powers
on the sea, on the land, and in the air in dis-
tant lands in every part of the globe;

Whereas more than 16,000,000 Americans
served in the Armed Forces of the United
States during World War II, hailing from
every corner of the United States and its ter-
ritories;

Whereas more than 671,000 Americans were
wounded and over 105,000 Americans were
held as prisoners of war in that terrible con-
flict;

Whereas more than 400,000 members of the
Armed Forces of the United States made the
ultimate sacrifice, giving their lives to de-
feat the evils of nazism, fascism, and tyr-
anny, and to preserve the United States and
the ideals the people of the United States
hold true;

369) was
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Whereas by the end of World War II, the
members of the Armed Forces of the United
States had become symbols of hope for the
victors, the liberated peoples of the world,
and their former adversaries;

Whereas the victory of the Allied Powers
in World War II paved the way for the
growth of democracy and freedom in the de-
feated nations of Germany and Japan, and
laid the foundation for the West to confront,
and eventually defeat, the threat of Com-
munism;

Whereas the people of the United States
can never fully express their gratitude to all
the members of the Armed Services, includ-
ing the ‘““Greatest Generation” of World War
II, who have dedicated themselves to pro-
tecting the people of the United States and
to defending the ideals and principles of our
great country;

Whereas 114 veterans of World War II have
served in the Senate, including 6 who are
currently serving: Senator Akaka of Hawaii,
Senator Hollings of South Carolina, Senator
Inouye of Hawaii, Senator Lautenberg of
New Jersey, Senator Stevens of Alaska, and
Senator Warner of Virginia; and

Whereas the Senate, on the occasion of the
dedication of the World War II Memorial and
the 60th Anniversary of the D-day landings
in Normandy, France, is proud to honor its
Members, past and present, who served in
World War II: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) expresses its eternal appreciation for
the veterans of the Armed Forces of the
United States who fought and toiled to pro-
tect the United States and preserve the free-
dom and way of life of the United States dur-
ing World War II;

(2) honors the brave men and women who
made the ultimate sacrifice and gave their
lives in defense of liberty and the United
States during that global conflict; and

(3) proudly commends the 108 former Mem-
bers and 6 current Members of the Senate
who are veterans of World War II, including
Senator Akaka, Senator Hollings, Senator
Inouye, Senator Lautenberg, Senator Ste-
vens, and Senator Warner, for their leader-
ship and service to the United States both in
war and in peace.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following my
remarks and Senator DASCHLE’s re-
marks, Senator STEVENS be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to
pay tribute to the ‘‘greatest genera-
tion’’—the veterans of World War II
who fought so valiantly to save the
world from tyranny. This weekend,
thousands of veterans from World War
II gathered on The Mall to witness the
dedication of a memorial to their her-
oism and to their sacrifice. Many of us
had also the opportunity to join them
after the celebration, the recognition
ceremonies, with our families on that
Mall in tribute to them at this wonder-
ful memorial.

As President Bush said in his re-
marks to this remarkable group,
“When it mattered most, an entire gen-
eration of Americans showed the finest
qualities of our Nation and of our hu-
manity.”

It is fitting that Saturday’s event
was the largest gathering of surviving
veterans in 60 years, and perhaps more
than coincidental that the spring
weather cooperated so beautifully for
this truly historic day.

June 2, 2004

Nearly 60 years have passed since the
“‘greatest generation’” won that ter-
rible war. It seems inevitable now that
America would defeat the forces of Na-
ziism and fascism. Our enemies were
wicked and freedom was right. But as
President Reagan put it so eloquently
in his address on the 40th anniversary
of D-Day:

For four long years, much of Europe had
been under a terrible shadow. Free nations
had fallen, Jews cried out in the camps, mil-
lions cried out for liberation. Europe was
enslaved and the world prayed for its rescue.
Here, in Normandy, the rescue began. Here
the Allies stood and fought against tyranny
in a giant undertaking unparalleled in
human history.

Those were the words of President
Reagan. Sixteen million Americans
served in the Armed Forces during that
great battle. They hailed from every
corner of the United States, from the
countryside to city streets, from high
school graduation classes to suburban
family homes.

Mr. President, 671,000 Americans
were wounded and over 105,000 Ameri-
cans were held as prisoners of war.
More than 400,000 gave their lives to de-
fend America and to preserve our free-
dom.

The Senate is honored to have among
us men who fought in that Great War:

Senator DANIEL AKAKA of Hawaii,
who served in the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, including service on Saipan
and Tinian;

Senator FRITzZ HOLLINGS of South
Carolina, who served in the U.S. Army
as an officer in the North African and
European campaigns, receiving the
Bronze Star and seven campaign rib-
bons;

Senator DANIEL INOUYE of Hawaii,
whose battlefield heroism earned him
the highest award for military valor,
the Medal of Honor, along with a
Bronze Star, Purple Heart with a clus-
ter, and 12 other medals and citations;

Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG of New
Jersey, who enlisted in the Army Sig-
nal Corps and served in Europe;

Senator TED STEVENS of Alaska, who
was a pilot in the China-Burma-India
theater, for which he earned two Dis-
tinguished Flying Crosses, two Air
Medals, and the Yuan Hai Medal
awarded by the Republic of China;

Senator JOHN WARNER, who enlisted
in the Navy in World War II and went
on to fight in the Korean war in the
Marine Corps. Senator WARNER served
as a Marine Corps reservist for 10 years
and was promoted to the rank of cap-
tain.

As newsman and author Tom Brokaw
wrote in his best selling book, ‘“‘The
Greatest Generation,”

They answered the call to save the world
from the two most powerful and ruthless
military machines ever assembled, instru-
ments of conquest in the hands of fascist ma-
niacs. They faced great odds and a late start,
but they did not protest. They succeeded on
every front. They won the war; they saved
the world.

A veteran at Saturday’s dedication
on The Mall was asked by a reporter
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how they did it. How did ordinary
young men set aside their fear in the
face of extraordinary odds against
fierce and determined enemies? The
veteran had been a machine gunner on
a pair of bombers that successfully out-
maneuvered 12 Japanese fighter planes.
He replied simply:

There’s nothing else you can do but do
your best, and keep firing until the ammuni-
tion runs out.

This afternoon, we salute these ex-
traordinary Americans who did their
best and kept firing to save America. If
they are the ‘‘greatest generation,” we
are the ‘‘grateful generation.”” Their
honor, courage, and valor will never be
forgotten.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this
last weekend, in the shadow of the Lin-
coln Memorial, our Nation dedicated a
new memorial to the generation of
Americans who fought and won the
Second World War. One cannot help but
imagine the look of respect and ap-
proval coming over the face of the
great emancipator, the man who ended
slavery in our country, as he looks
upon a memorial to those who ended
enslavement of an entire continent and
gave the world a new birth of freedom.

While this honor is long overdue, we
must acknowledge that no memorial,
no ceremony, no words could match
the scope of this generation’s achieve-
ment. The true monument to their ef-
forts exists not on the National Mall
but in the hearts of the hundreds of
millions in America and billions more
throughout the world who live in free-
dom thanks to their courage. We are
the children of their sacrifice. We have
flourished in the Nation they came
home to build. The debt we owe them is
without end.

The Senate family is blessed, as the
majority leader noted, to serve along-
side six men who fought for their Na-
tion in World War II:

Senator JOHN WARNER enlisted in the
Navy as a 17-year-old in 1945 and later
reenlisted in the Marines in the Korean
war; Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG, who
served so ably as an Army Signal Corps
soldier in Europe; Senator DANIEL
AKAKA, who served in the Army Corps
of Engineers; Senator FRITZ HOLLINGS,
who served as an Army officer in the
North African and European cam-
paigns, earning a Bronze Star; Senator
TED STEVENS, who served in the Air
Force, earned two Distinguished Flying
Crosses and two Air Medals as a mem-
ber of the Flying Tigers; Senator DAN-
IEL INOUYE, who saw the smoke rising
from Pearl Harbor as a 17-year-old
growing up in Honolulu, and served in
the Army’s 442nd Regimental Combat
Team, earning, among so many other
high honors, the Congressional Medal
of Honor, the highest award our Nation
confers for valor in battle.

Whatever debt these men owe their
country, their service in a time of war
was paid in full. As so many of their
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generation, their service didn’t end
when they took off their uniforms.
They saw this Nation and indeed hu-
manity at its very best. They saw an
effort in which every last person
pitched in, every aircraft maker who
made a fighter plane, every woman who
worked in a factory, every farmer who
grew food for our troops, every child
who tended a victory garden. They saw
with their own eyes the greatness that
could be won when a nation of free men
and free women worked together to
fight for the cause of liberty.

They dedicated their lives to car-
rying forward that spirit and leading
our Nation to still greater heights.
That spirit runs throughout the careers
of each of these six men, as it has for
so many other World War II veterans
who have served in this Chamber over
the years. Each of us who have had the
honor to serve with them can attest
that they are distinguished not only by
their service in war but by their tire-
less commitment to ensuring that each
successive generation of Americans
could enjoy the blessings our free Na-
tion had to offer.

Thanks to their wisdom and leader-
ship, generations of Americans have
grown up in peace and prosperity and
have learned that in return for their
blessings, they too have a duty to give
something back to their country. No-
where is that more clear than in the
service of young Americans fighting
now in Iraq, whose courage echoes that
of the men and women who wore the
uniform of their country in generations
past.

Ultimately, what we learn from their
lifetime of service is the fight for free-
dom is never finished. If we are to
repay their debt to us, we must receive
the liberty they won not as a gift but
as a challenge to take up their work as
our own. We could do our country no
greater service than to assume the
spirit of unity and decency each has ex-
emplified throughout their long ca-
reers. It is a great comfort and joy to
know that should we falter or fall
short, our friends are still beside us,
living monuments to remind us of our
duty. Their contributions to America
continue undiminished, and they have
the undying thanks of the Senate and
the Nation it serves.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President pro tempore.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
humbled to be among the Members who
have been mentioned by the leaders. I
ask unanimous consent that following
my remarks, items 1, 2, and 3 be print-
ed in the RECORD. Item 1 is a list of
Senators known to have served in
World War II. The second item is a list
of the eight Senators who have re-
ceived the Congressional Medal of
Honor. On that list is the name of
DANNY INOUYE, who was awarded the
Congressional Medal of Honor. I will
read once again to the Senate the cita-
tions my friend received.

Citation from the President of the United
States, authorized by Act of Congress, March
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3, 1863, has awarded in the name of the Con-
gress the Medal of Honor to: Second Lieuten-
ant Daniel K. Inouye, United States Army,
for conspicuous gallantry and intrepidity at
the risk of his life above and beyond the call
of duty:

Second Lieutenant Daniel K. Inouye dis-
tinguished himself by extraordinary heroism
in action on 21 April 1945, in the vicinity of
San Terenzo, Italy. While attacking a de-
fended ridge guarding an important road
junction, Second Lieutenant Inouye skill-
fully directed his platoon through a hail of
automatic weapon and small arms fire, in a
swift enveloping movement that resulted in
the capture of an artillery and mortar post
and brought his men to within 40 yards of
the hostile force. Emplaced in bunkers and
rock formations, the enemy halted the ad-
vance with crossfire from three machine
guns. With complete disregard for his per-
sonal safety, Second Lieutenant Inouye
crawled up the treacherous slope within five
yards of the nearest machine gun and hurled
two grenades, destroying the emplacement.
Before the enemy could retaliate, he stood
up and neutralized a second machine gun
nest. Although wounded by a sniper’s bullet,
he continued to engage other hostile posi-
tions at a close range until an exploding gre-
nade shattered his right arm. Despite intense
pain, he refused evacuation and continued to
direct his platoon until enemy resistance
was broken and his men were again deployed
in defensive positions. In the attack, 25
enemy soldiers were killed and eight others
captured. By his gallant, aggressive tactics
and by his indomitable leadership, Second
Lieutenant Inouye enabled his platoon to ad-
vance through formidable resistance, and
was instrumental in the capture of the ridge.
Second Lieutenant Inouye’s extraordinary
heroism and devotion to duty are in keeping
with the highest traditions of the military
service and reflect great credit on him, his
unit, and the United States Army.

I ask unanimous consent that the
third item being his citation of the
Medal of Honor be printed in the
RECORD after my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibits 1, 2 and 3.)

Mr. STEVENS. There are few among
us who deserve the honor the Senate is
according us, and DANIEL K. INOUYE is
the first.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Senate Historical Office, 2004]

UNITED STATES SENATORS KNOWN T0 HAVE
SERVED IN WORLD WAR II

Abdnor, James (army); Akaka, Daniel
(army); Allott, Gordon (army air corps); An-
drews, Mark (army); Bartlett, Dewey (ma-
rines); Bass, Ross (air corps); Bentsen, Lloyd
(army); Boggs, James C. (army); Brewster,
Ralph Owen (marines); Brewster, Daniel (ma-
rines); Brooke, Edward (army); Brown, Er-
nest S. (army); Bumpers, Dale (marines);
Byrd, Harry F., Jr. (navy); Cain, Harry P.
(army); Cannon, Howard (army); Carroll,
John A. (army); Chafee, John H. (marines);
Church, Frank F. (army); and Clark, Joseph
S. (army air corps).

Cook, Marlow (navy); Cooper, John Sher-
man (army); Cranston, Alan (army); Daniel,
Marion Price (army); Dole, Robert (army);
Dominick, Peter H. (army air corps); Doug-
las, Paul H. (marines); Edmondson, James
(army); Evans, Daniel (navy); Exon, James
(army signal corps); Fong, Hiram (army air
corps); Ford, Wendell (army); Frear, J. Allen
(army); Gibson, Ernest (army); Glenn, John
(marines); Goldwater, Barry (army air
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corps); Goodell, Charles E. (navy); Gore, Al-
bert Sr. (army); Gorton, Slade (army); Grif-
fin, Robert P. (army); Gurney, Edward J.
(army); and Hart, Philip (army).

Hart, Thomas C. (navy); Hartke, Rupert
Vance (navy/coast guard); Hatfield, Mark
(Navy); Heflin, Howell (marines); Helms,
Jesse (navy); Hendrickson, Robert C. (army);
Hennings, Thomas C. (navy); Hollings, Er-
nest (army); Huddleston, Walter D. (army);
Hughes, Harold (army); Humphrey, Hubert
H. (army); Humphreys, Robert (medical
corps); Inouye, Daniel (army); Jackson,
Henry ‘‘Scoop”’ (army); Javits, Jacob (army);
Jenner, William E. (army air corps); John-
son, Lyndon B. (navy); Keating, Kenneth
(army); Kennedy, John F. (navy); Knowland,

William (army); and Kuchel, Thomas H.
(navy).
Laird, William R. (navy); Lautenberg,

Frank (army); Laxalt, Paul (army); Lodge,
Henry Cabot, Jr. (army); Long, Oren E. (Ha-
waii defense volunteers); Long, Russell
(navy); Magnuson, Warren (navy); Martin,
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Edward; Mathias, Charles M. (navy); Matsu-
naga, Spark (army); McCarthy, Joseph (ma-
rines); McClure, James (navy); McGovern,
George (army air corps); Melcher, John
(army); Metcalf, Lee (army); Miller, Jack
(army air corps); Morton, Thruston (navy);
Moss, Frank (army); Moynihan, Daniel P.
(navy); and Muskie, Edmund (navy).

Nelson, Gaylord (army); Neuberger, Rich-
ard L. (army); Nixon, Richard (navy); Payne,
Frederick (army air corps); Pearson, James
(navy); Pell, Claiborne (coast guard); Percy,
Charles (navy); Potter, Charles E. (army);
Proxmire, William (military intelligence);
Reynolds, Samuel (army); Roth, William V.
Jr. (army); Salinger, Pierre (navy); Saxbe,
William (national guard); Schweiker, Rich-
ard S. (navy); Scott, Hugh D. Jr. (navy);
Smathers, George A. (marines); Smith, Ben-
jamin A. (navy); Spencer, George L. (navy);
Stafford, Robert (navy); and Stevens, Ted
(army air corps).

Taft, Kingley (army); Taft, Robert Jr.
(navy); Tamadge, Herman (navy); Thurmond,
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Strom (army); Tower, John (navy); Tydings,
Joseph D. (army); Warner, John (navy, ma-
rines); Welker, Herman (air corps); Wyman,
Louis C. (navy); Yarborough, Ralph (army);
and Young, Stephen (army).

EXHIBIT 2
CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR RECIPIENTS

There have been only 8 Senators in history
who have received the Congressional Medal
of Honor.

Civil War: Matthew S. Quay awarded July
9, 1888; Francis E. Warren awarded Sep-
tember 30, 1893; Marcus A. Hanna awarded
November 2, 1895; William J. Sewell awarded
March 25, 1896; Henry A. du Pont awarded
April 2, 1898; and Adelbert Ames awarded
March 29, 1899.

World War II: Daniel Inouye awarded June
21, 2000.

Vietnam: J. Robert Kerrey awarded May
14, 1970.
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EXHIBIT 3

CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF HONOR

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

TO ALL WHO SHALL SEE THESE PRESENTS, GREETING:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AUTHORIZED BY ACT OF CONGRESS MARCH 3, 1863
HAS AWARDED IN THE NAME OF THE CONGRESS

THE MEDAL OF HONOR

TO

FIRST LIEUTENANT DANIEL K. INODYE

FOR
CONSPICUOUS GALLANTRY AND INTREPIDITY AT THE RISK
OF HIS LIFE ABOVE AND BEYOND THE CALL OF DUTY

IN ACTION WITH THE ENEMY
San Terenzo, Italy

on Agril 21, 1945
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND XN THE CITY OF WASBHINGTON

THIS 21st June 2000

* U SEOAXTARY OF FRK ARMY p ' ﬁ
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we have a
number of Senators on both sides of
the aisle who desire to speak. I make a
recommendation that we rotate back
and forth between sides. On this side I
ask each Senator to try to speak for
less than 5 minutes. I yield to each of
them up to 5 minutes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be allowed to
speak following the remarks of Senator
McCoONNELL, and following that, Sen-
ator DODD be our next speaker in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Republican whip.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me say to our colleagues from the
greatest generation, it is very difficult
to imagine how omne could improve
upon the observations already made by
the majority leader, the Democratic
leader, and the President pro tempore.
We all stand in admiration of their re-
markable service.

America has sort of rediscovered
World War II beginning in 1994 with
Steven Ambrose’s great book about D-
day, followed up by his marvelous book
“Citizen Soldiers,” which was about
the replacements that came after D-
day, one of whom was my dad.

I stand here today as a proud son of
one of the greatest generation. I was
unable to make the World War II Me-
morial opening the other day, but I did
have an opportunity to watch it on tel-
evision. At the same time, I was going
through some old letters from my fa-
ther to my mother from the theater,
the most interesting of which was a
letter dated at the top ‘“VE Day, May 8,
1945, Pizen, Czechoslovakia.”” As one of
the foot soldiers in the Second Divi-
sion, he had fought his way from
March, April, and May across Germany
and met the Russians in Pizen. Now
free to kind of express himself without
fear of the mail being censored, he al-
luded to a pretty tough couple of
months of fighting in Germany without
any specifics, obviously—the members
of the greatest generation never want-
ed to talk about the specifics—and
made, I thought, a rather prophetic ob-
servation.

This was a regular foot soldier in Eu-
rope on the day the Germans surren-
dered. He said: I hope we will not draw
down the force too much, and I am
really worried about the Russians.

He had had a chance to meet the Rus-
sians in Pizen when the two forces
came together.

So in addition to celebrating the
marvelous service of our six colleagues
from the greatest generation, I thought
I would take the opportunity to allude
to my father who was also one of the 16
million Americans who served in uni-
form during World War II. This genera-
tion has made an enormous contribu-
tion to our country.

Tom Brokaw argued, and I think he
was probably correct, this is certainly
the greatest generation probably since
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the generation of the Founding Fa-
thers. All six Senators have our admi-
ration and respect. We thank them not
only for their service overseas but
their service in the Senate in the ensu-
ing years. They are, indeed, great
Americans.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Democratic whip.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I was a lit-
tle boy when the war ended, but where
I am from, Searchlight, NV, we look at
a person by the name of Bill Nellis as
the person we recognize as the epitome
of the greatest generation. Here is a
man who was not eligible for the draft.
He had a family, but he decided to join
at age 26 or 27. He went into the Army
Air Corps, completed 68 missions, was
through with his assigned missions,
and on his 69th mission agreed to vol-
unteer for someone who was unable to
fly that day, and it was his last mis-
sion. He was shot down over Belgium,
where Bill Nellis still is buried. Of
course, Nellis Air Force base is named
after Bill Nellis of Searchlight, NV.

As has been said today, we have six
patriots who serve in the Senate who
are examples to each one of us. Senator
DANNY AKAKA has the unique distinc-
tion of having been at Pearl Harbor
and saw the smoke, fire, death, and de-
struction. He was there at the begin-
ning of World War II, but he was also
stationed on the Island of Tinian when
the Enola Gay took off to end the war.
DANNY AKAKA watched the Enola Gay
take off from Tinian, where it really
did end the war.

Senator HOLLINGS is a person who
was educated to be in the military. He
graduated from military school, the
Citadel, in his hometown of Charleston.
In 1942, he immediately became an offi-
cer, spent many years in North Africa,
the European campaigns. In fact, he
was awarded seven campaign ribbons,
meaning that he was involved in seven
major battles in World War II.

He came back, of course, and has
dedicated his adult life to public serv-
ice, which all of us are very sorry to
see is going to end at the end of this
term. What a great Senator he has
been and what a great soldier he has
been, just like Senator INOUYE, Senator
AKAKA, Senator LAUTENBERG, Senator
STEVENS, and Senator WARNER.

Senator INOUYE is my friend. He is a
friend of everyone who serves in the
Senate and thousands of others. His
heroism, displayed in the Vosges moun-
tains, in France, is something that is a
story to behold. As has been related by
Senator STEVENS, he truly was an
American hero and is an American
hero.

But again for Senator INOUYE, it is
not only what he did in battle, coura-
geously, it is what he has done his en-
tire life, courageously, in the Halls of
Congress. He is a role model for me as
to how a Senator should legislate and
act.

Senator LAUTENBERG, son of immi-
grants, represents so well what the

The
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American military should be. After he
graduated from high school in New Jer-
sey, he enlisted and served in the Army
Signal Corps. He spent most of World
War II in Europe. When he returned
home he had the GI Bill of Rights—
again, something that had never been
around before. He took full advantage
of that and, after graduating, became
one of the finest businesspeople Amer-
ica has ever known. He gave up that
business career to serve in the U.S.
Senate, and he has done that so well.

I have had the good fortune to travel
on a congressional delegation that was
led by Senator STEVENS and Senator
Glenn. It was a wonderful experience
for me as a young Senator, to travel to
Europe with these two fine Senators. I
learned in our meetings we held with
different leaders of nations during that
time of their military careers. There is
no better example of that than when
we were in Czechoslovakia and Senator
STEVENS and Senator Glenn saw some-
one wearing an old World War II flight
jacket, the same type of flight jackets
they wore in World War II. That
evening we spent a lot of time listening
to these two American heroes talk
about their experiences in World War
II. It is something I will never forget.
It was a wonderful evening I spent with
these two fine gentlemen.

Senator STEVENS was a pilot, as we
have learned, in World War II in the
China-Burma-India theaters, sup-
porting the Flying Tigers of the 14th
Air Force. He received two Distin-
guished Flying Crosses, two Air Med-
als, and the Yuan Hai medal, awarded
by the Republic of China.

Senator WARNER is someone who has
dedicated his life to public service. He
started when he was 17 years old. As we
have learned, he later got out of the
Navy, went into the Marines, and be-
came Secretary of the Navy. He is a
person who fulfilled, as have the other
five, a rendezvous with destiny. These
men kept that rendezvous. When his-
tory called, all six answered. Every one
of them who is now a United States
Senator displayed courage in the war,
and, as I have said, they have displayed
the same courage in their political ca-
reers. Four of these Members are
Democrats, members of the party I rep-
resent. Two are members of the Repub-
lican Party—on the other side of the
aisle, as we say. But without any
equivocation, each of these men share
a deep love of our country, and they
have put the good of our great Nation
above partisan politics on so many oc-
casions.

I am proud to be a U.S. Senator. One
reason for being proud is I am able to
serve with six American patriots.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I,
too, rise to pay tribute and honor to
our World War II colleagues here in the
Senate: Senator INOUYE, Senator
AKAKA, Senator WARNER, Senator HOL-
LINGS, Senator LAUTENBERG, and, of
course, my friend, Senator STEVENS. I
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would like to take a few minutes this
afternoon to speak my heartfelt appre-
ciation to my friend, the senior Sen-
ator from the State of Alaska, Senator
STEVENS.

I know words alone can never accu-
rately reflect the tenacious spirit of
our friend and decorated World War II
veteran. Like so many veterans of the
war, Senator STEVENS downplays his
role. He will tell you quite simply he
did what was expected. Yet it is some-
thing that must be told time and time
again to realize how much this one
humble servant has done and continues
to do, both for the country and for the
State of Alaska.

Prior to going into the war, Senator
STEVENS made a promise to his aunt
with whom he was living at the time.
He made a promise that he was not
going to enlist until he could do so
without her consent. So he stayed in
college until he was 19, and then he im-
mediately put the wheels in motion to
enlist. But he didn’t pass that first
flight physical. His eyes apparently
were not up to par. I think my col-
leagues in this Chamber who know
Senator STEVENS, especially those of
them who might play tennis with him,
know that this setback was not some-
thing that was going to keep Senator
STEVENS down. He was determined to
fulfill his commitment. He went out
and did eye exercises for a couple of
months and passed that next flight
physical.

During World War II, Senator STE-
VENS flew C—46s and C-47s in the China-
Burma-India theater, supporting the
Flying Tigers of the 14th Air Force. He
received two Distinguished Flying
Crosses, two Air Medals, and the Yuan
Hai medal, awarded by the Republic of
China, a truly honorable and amazing
tour of duty.

But this was not enough action for
Senator STEVENS. It was on his way
home from China that he gained an in-
terest, I guess, in politics. During the
war, he had done his job. He flew every
mission that was requested of him and
volunteered for more. He volunteered
to drive the Burma Road with a convoy
of trucks because they needed officers.

But afterward, the keen interest in
politics, in terms of why the United
States was involved in the war, kicked
in, and Alaska and the Nation have
benefited ever since. He finished his
undergraduate education at TUCLA,
earned his juris doctorate from Har-
vard, and served in a number of Gov-
ernment and elected positions before
coming here to the U.S. Senate.

To Senator STEVENS, Senators
INOUYE, AKAKA, WARNER, HOLLINGS,
and LAUTENBERG, I join with my col-
leagues in thanking you for your dis-
tinguished service to our country and
to this legislative body, not only be-
cause you helped to protect and defend
our freedoms but also because you con-
tinue to support those who now serve
to protect and defend our beloved
America. You are the living history of
the greatest generation.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I com-
mend our two distinguished leaders—
majority leader Senator FRIST and
Democratic leader Senator DASCHLE—
for their very eloquent remarks which
I think capture the spirit of all of us as
we gather today.

I want to take a few moments to rec-
ognize six of our colleagues for their
wonderful contribution who were part
of this remarkable generation which
we have talked about so frequently
over the last number of days, and to
thank them immensely for their con-
tribution not only during that great
conflict but also for their continuing
service to this country.

I think all of us witnessed one way or
another this past weekend the remark-
able gathering on the great Mall of our
capital city for the inauguration and
dedication of the national World War II
Memorial.

We are recognizing six of our col-
leagues today, but having watched that
event, two individuals I must say I
couldn’t take my eyes off. One was our
former majority leader Bob Dole. With-
out his leadership, the new memorial
would not have been constructed. He is
not with us any longer as a part of this
body but was for some years and played
such an important role in seeing to it
that this memorial would be built in a
timely fashion.

I am stunned to know that about
1,000 of our 6 colleagues’ fellow vet-
erans who served in World War II are
lost every single day. So this monu-
ment could not be built soon enough.

The other one I was watching was
former President George Bush, a re-
markable hero of that great conflict in
his own right. He has a wonderful sense
of humility, and rarely discusses his
tremendous service as a combat pilot.
In fact, I find one thing common about
these 6 colleagues of ours, Democrats
and Republicans alike. They have a
wonderful sense of humility. Every
time this subject matter comes up, all
of them show a reluctance to talk
about their own individual contribu-
tions. I admire them for that.

As for my other heroes, I don’t want
to make all of them feel very old. But
my good friend from Hawaii, DAN
INOUYE, just said ‘“‘Happy birthday’ to
me the other day. He asked, How old
are you? I hesitate to tell you that I
was 6 years old when D-Day occurred. I
turned 60 the other day. That makes
me feel old. But it must make those
who were part of that great conflict a
bit older as we gather here today.

But it is not an exaggeration to say
we would not, in my view, be enjoying
the freedoms which we do as Americans
and as so many other people do—all
over the world—today if it had not
been for the remarkable contribution
of those who gave so much, particu-
larly the 400,000 who never came home.
Of the 16 mil